From: HarborComments <HarborComments@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, September 07, 2016 12:11 PM
To: PortlandHarbor
Subject: FW: Portland Youth and Elders Council comment on Portland Harbor

Superfund Cleanup Plan
Attachments: PDX Harbor 2016-0904 (1)econ.pdf; Toepa (2).doax; PHCClettertoEPA- |
| FINAL.docx; 895853-fish-consumption-survey-1994.pdf;

| | pupaticladder.jpg

From: (0) (6)

Sent: Tuesday, September 06, 2016 5:21 PM

To: HarborComments <HarborComments@epa.gov>; McLerran, Dennis <mclerran.dennis@epa.gov>
Cc: Tejada, Matthew <Tejada.Matthew@epa.gov>; laura.thrift@mail.house.gov;
liv.brumfield@mail.house.gov; constituentservices @wyden.senate.gov; intern owen fessant-
eaton@merkley.senate.gov; rep.tinakotek@state.or.us; rep.alissakenyguyer@state.or.us;
rep.tawnasanchez@state.or.us; phylicia.haggerty@mail.house.gov; Suzanne.kunse@mail.house.gov;
dan.whelan@mail.house.gov; nick.strader@mail.house.gov; Richard.M.Whitman@oregon.gov;
Pablo.martos@dsl.state.or.us; attorneygeneral@doj.state.or.us;
mavyorcharliehales@portlandoregon.gov; Sonia Schmanski <sonia.schmanski@portlandoregon.gov>;
tera.pierce@portlandoregon.gov; liam.frost@portlandoregon.gov; novick@portlandoregon.gov;
amanda@portlandoregon.gov; dan@portlandoregon.gov; Mike.Jordan@portlandoregon.gov;
AuditorHullCaballero@portlandoregon.gov

Subject: Portland Youth and Elders Council comment on Portland Harbor Superfund Cleanup Plan

Enclosed by attachment is the comment and declaration of the Portland Youth and
Elders Council



Economic Importance of the Portland Harbor Clean Up

September 2016

© Natural Resource Economics

" R 1430 Wilameti St #533
e
‘ Economics Eugene, Oregon USA 97401-4049

Emie Niemi@nreconomics.com




Summary

A. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has released its Proposed Plan for
cleaning up the in-river portion of the Portland Harbor Superfund Site. It selected
Alternative I as its Preferred Alternative for the plan.

B. EPA selected its Preferred Alternative through a hidden analytical process that:

* Failed to consider the impacts of different cleanup levels on the value of ecosystem
services, counter to guidance from within the agency and a directive from an Executive
Memorandum

* Considered only a narrow subset of the economic benefits that would flow from
alternatives that would cleanup the harbor faster and more thoroughly.

* Biased the alternative-selection process so that EPA rejected alternatives that would
yield greater net benefits for the overall community.

C. Implementation of EPA’s Preferred Alternative will impose significant economic harm on
families, businesses, and the overall community, harm that would be avoided if EPA were
to clean up the harbor more quickly and thoroughly.
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Supporting Material

A. EPA selected the Preferred Alternative through a hidden and biased analytical

process

In the Proposed Plan, EPA describes nine alternatives for cleaning up the Portland harbor
Superfund Site and explains why it has chosen Alternative I as its Preferred Alternative rather
than one that would cleanup the site more aggressively. The document asserts that EPA made
this choice based on a carefully constructed, unbiased comparison of benefits and costs to select
Alternative I as its Preferred Alternative. This analytical process allegedly involved comparing:

Direct cleanup costs. EPA asserts that it did not consider other costs, including external
costs, “e.g., economic impacts to residents or businesses as a result of remediation
activity.”?

VS.

Reductions in risks. EPA asserts that it considered only three types of cleanup benefits,
indicated by reductions in the risk of:
1. Human cancer.
2. Non-cancer, human-health effects.
3. Ecosystem harm, indicated by the toxicity of benthic invertebrates and on the
reproductive success of mink, river otter, spotted sandpiper, bald eagle, and osprey.

In reality, though, EPA did something different. Rather than using an objective, unbiased
evaluative process, it used the value-judgments of the decision-makers within EPA to define
and evaluate the alternatives, biasing the process to deliver Alternative I rather than a more
aggressive cleanup effort as the Preferred Alternative.

The core element of this biased process is the definition [pp. 20-22] of nine remedial action
objectives (RAOs) that represent “an acceptable contaminant concentration or range of
concentrations” (Table 1). [italics emphasis added] EPA then sought the alternative that would
achieve these objectives at the lowest direct cleanup cost. The key feature of this process is the
determination of “acceptable” contamination levels.

EPA’s commitment to achieving “acceptable” comtaminant levels is superficial, however. EPA
has not demonstrated that it looked to the affected community, itself, to determine the
acceptability of the agency’s Preferred Alternative relative to alternatives that promise more
aggressive cleanup. In particular, EPA has not demonstrated that it determined that the
Preferred Alternative is “acceptable” to the local community for:

* “[Flishing, occupational, recreational, and ceremonial uses.” (RAO-1)

*  “[H]uman consumption of COCs in fish and shellfish.” (RAO-2)

* “[Flishing, occupational, recreational, and potential drinking water supply.” (RAO-3)
* “[H]uman exposure.” (RAO-4)

* “[E]cological exposure.” (RAO 8)

* “[H]uman health and ecological exposures.” (RAO-9)

1EPA. 2000. A Guide to Developing and Documenting Cost Estimates During the Feasibility Study.
https:/ /yosemitel.epa.gov/ee/epa/ria.nsf/ vwAN/S200010.pdf/ $file/S200010.pdf.
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Table 1. EPA’s Remedial Action Objectives (RAOSs)

RAO 1 - Sediment Reduce cancer and non-cancer risks to people from incidental ingestion of and dermal
contact with COCs in sediment and beaches to exposure levels that are acceptable for
fishing, occupational, recreational, and ceremonial uses

RAO 2 - Biota Reduce cancer and non-cancer risks to acceptable exposure levels (direct and indirect) for
human consumption of COCs in fish and shellfish

RAO 3 - Surface Water Reduce cancer and non-cancer risks to people from direct contact (ingestion, inhalation, and
dermal contact) with COCs in surface water to exposure levels that are acceptable for
fishing, occupational, recreational, and potential drinking water supply

RAO 4 - Groundwater Reduce migration of COCs in groundwater to sediment and surface water such that levels
are acceptable in sediment and surface water for human exposure

RAO 5 - Sediment Reduce risk to benthic organisms from ingestion of and direct contact with COCs in
sediment to acceptable exposure levels

RAO 6 - Biota (Predators) Reduce risks to ecological receptors that consume COCs in prey to acceptable exposure
levels

RAO 7 - Surface Water Reduce risks to ecological receptors from ingestion of and direct contact with COCs in

surface water to acceptable exposure levels

RAO 8 - Groundwater Reduce migration of COCs in groundwater to sediment and surface water such that levels
are acceptable in sediment and surface water for ecological exposure

RAO 9 - River banks Reduce migration of COCs in river banks to sediment and surface water such that levels are
acceptable in sediment and surface water for human health and ecological exposures

Indeed, EPA’s commitment to acceptability appears no more than an empty expression. For
example, in defining RAO-1, the Proposed Plan expresses a commitment to reduce exposure to
levels acceptable for “fishing, occupational, recreational, and ceremonial uses.” Later, it
includes a section, “Evaluation of Alternatives,” in which EPA says, “the alternatives are
evaluated in detail to determine which would be the most effective in achieving the goals of
CERCLA and the RAOs for the Site.” [p. 49] The contents of the Proposed Plan, however belie
these assertions. Nowhere in the section —indeed, nowhere in the entire document! — does the
EPA address the acceptability of the different alternatives to ceremonial uses. A word search of
the document finds “ceremonial” mentioned only twice: on p.17, when it says, “The river
provides a ceremonial and subsistence fishery for tribal members,” and on p. 21, in the
definition of RAO-1. The document never demonstrates that EPA, in fact, included ceremonial
uses in its evaluation of alternatives. Had it done so, it likely would have concluded that
resources have value beyond measurement when they play central roles in ceremonies that
sustain the identity of a Tribal or other culture. In this context, it seems highly unlikely, if EPA
had seriously investigated the matter, it would have found that Tribal and other fish-oriented
communities do not find Alternative I to be acceptable, insofar as it allows contamination having
negative impacts on fish and other resources having important ceremonial uses to persist in the
environment.

In short, it appears that, after expressing a commitment to adopt and implement a Preferred
Alternative that will reduce exposure to levels acceptable to ceremonial uses, EPA gave the
matter no further thought.
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Its concern for acceptable occupational uses was similarly superficial. A similar word search
finds that the Proposed Plan mentions “occupational” uses only once: in its definition of RAO-1.

The absence of evidence showing that it explicitly determined what levels of cleanup are
acceptable to the community indicates that EPA based this determination not on an open
assessment of the community’s preferences but on a hidden process that applied the value-
judgments of the agency’s decision-makers. This hidden process is biased against those whose
harm from the contaminants is not reflected in the decision-makers’ value-judgments. The
discussion above suggests that, at a minimum, the bias disfavors those harmed by the impacts
of contamination on occupational and ceremonial uses of affected resources. Information
presented below suggests the bias extends specifically to Tribal members and others who
experience harm from the contaminants” degradation of the environment.

B. EPA failed to follow applicable guidelines and executive directions for

evaluating alternatives

In 2010, EPA published its Guidelines for Preparing Economic Analyses as “part of a continuing
effort by U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to develop improved guidance on the
preparation and use of sound science in support of the decision-making process.”2 It explained
the need for the document in these terms:

“Underlying these efforts is the recognition that a thorough and careful economic analysis
is an important component in informing sound environmental policies. Preparing high-
quality economic analysis can greatly enhance the effectiveness of environmental policy
decisions by providing policy makers with the ability to systematically assess the
consequences of various actions. An economic analysis can describe the implications of
policy alternatives not just in terms of economic efficiency, but also in terms of the
magnitude and distribution of an array of impacts.” [p. 1-2]

The Proposed Plan does not cite or reflect either the conceptual framework or the analytical
requirements presents in the Guidelines. As a consequence, the Proposed Plan lacks economic
justification for the agency’s definition of alternatives, evaluation of the alternatives, and
selection of Alternative I as the Preferred Alternative. Because of this gap, the Proposed Plan
does not represent a science-based assessment of the alternatives.

EPA’s Guidelines for Preparing Economic Analyses defines two primary criteria for evaluating the
acceptability of environmental policy decisions: economic efficiency and equity. It offers (xii
and 4-1) these definitions of economic efficiency:

e “[T]he optimal production and consumption of goods and services.”
* “[T]he maximization of social welfare.”

To achieve an efficient outcome, the Guidelines (4-2) calls on government analysts to “evaluate
which of the various policy approaches under consideration maximizes the benefits of reducing
environmental damages, net the resulting abatement costs.” EPA has not demonstrated that it
conducted such an evaluation in its preparation of the Proposed Plan. It never describes the full

2 EPA. 2010. Guidelines for Preparing Economic Analyses. https:/ /yosemite.epa.gov/ee/epa/eerm.nsf/vwAN/EE-0568-
50.pdf/ $file/ EE-0568-50.pdf.

Natural Resource Economics Economic Importance of Portland Harbor Clean Up 4



benefits of cleaning up the site to higher levels than those described in the Preferred Alternative.
For example, EPA has not described the incremental benefits to fishing, occupational,
recreational, and ceremonial uses (RAO-1) of higher levels of cleanup. It never compares the full
incremental benefits against the incremental abatement costs to reassure the public that the
Preferred Alternative “maximizes” the net benefits of cleanup.

EPA also has not fully assessed the equity impacts of its Preferred Alternative. In its Guidelines
(xiii), the agency defines an equity assessment as an examination of “the distribution of benefits
and costs associated...across specific sub-populations. Disadvantaged or vulnerable sub-
populations, for example low-income households, may be of particular concern.” In its
Proposed Plan, EPA does not describe the distribution of the benefits and costs of cleaning up
the site. This failure makes it impossible for decision-makers and the public to know who will
enjoy the benefits and who will bear the costs if the agency implements the Preferred
Alternative rather than one that would cleanup the site more aggressively. That is, EPA does
not provide information showing who will enjoy the lower cleanup expenses (benefits of less
aggressive cleanup), and who will experience the losses from degraded fishing, occupational,
recreational, and ceremonial uses of resources (costs of less aggressive cleanup).

The Guidelines (xv) defines a process, known as a “social welfare function” that EPA could have
used to develop a science-based assessment of the acceptability of the different alternatives:

“A social welfare function establishes criteria under which efficiency and equity outcomes
are transformed into a single metric, making them directly comparable. A potential output
of such a function is a ranking of policy outcomes that have different aggregate levels and
distributions of net benefits. A social welfare function can provide empirical evidence that a
policy alternative yielding higher net benefits, but a less equitable distribution of wealth,
ranks better or worse than a less efficient alternative with more egalitarian distributional
consequences.”

In developing the Proposed Plan, EPA made no effort to assemble anything resembling a social
welfare function. As a result, it is impossible to assess the overall socio-economic effects of each
alternative and weigh one alternative against the others.

More fundamentally, EPA failed to acknowledge the connection between science and
community wellbeing. Thus, as part of its evaluation of alternatives, it apparently compared the
Project costs against the ecosystem risks, without recognizing that some ecosystem risks are
more important than others. Over the past several decades, scientists and economists have
made great strides in measuring the importance of ecological risks. To do so, they focus on
ecosystem services, i.e., the benefits that people get from nature. EPA’s science coordinator for a
panel on risk assessment described the importance of ecosystems services this way: “Bringing
ecosystem services into EPA’s risk assessment process will help stakeholders and decision
makers understand the full value of ecosystems. ... By including the assessment of ecosystem
services in risk assessments, the cost-effectiveness of decisions is better understood to include
the full value of the environment to society.”3

3 Martin, Lawrence. 2016. Including Ecosystems in Risk Assessments.
https:/ /blog.epa.gov/blog/2016/09/including-ecosystems-in-risk-assessments/ .
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The forum on risk assessment drives home the point more clearly:*

e “It has become increasingly apparent that decisions to protect the environment can be
more effective when benefits to humans are considered.”

* “Assessing risks to ecosystem services can (1) highlight potential assessment endpoints
such as nutrient cycling, carbon sequestration, and soil formation that are not
conventionally considered; (2) help communicate the importance of environmental
protection to stakeholders and decision makers; and (3) provide input to subsequent
ecological benefits assessments.”

* “Ecosystem services endpoints can make ERAs (ecological risk assessments) more
relevant to decision makers and stakeholders whose concerns may be anthropocentric
and can provide an output that is more useful to economists who perform cost-benefit
analyses than conventional endpoints alone.”

This emphasis on integrating ecosystem services into ecological risk assessments stems, in part,
from EPA’s 2006 Ecological Benefits Assessment Strategic Plan, an EPA colloquium in 2010 on the
use of ecosystem services in ecological risk assessments, and a 2015 assessment by the
Ecological Processes and Effects Committee of EPA’s Science Advisory Board (EPA, Risk
Assessment Forum. 2016). Moreover, a 15 October 2015 Executive Memorandum directs EPA to
consider “ecosystem services, where appropriate and practicable, in planning, investments and
regulatory contexts.”5 The memorandum came from Director of the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB), the Managing Director of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), and the
Director of the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP). They observed that their goal
was “to better integrate into Federal decision making due consideration of the full range of
benefits and tradeoffs among ecosystem services associated with potential Federal actions,
including benefits and costs that may not be recognized in private markets because of the
public-good nature of some ecosystem services.” They also observed that an ecosystem services
approach can “organize potential effects of an action within a framework that explicitly
recognizes the interconnectedness of environmental, social, and, in some cases, economic
considerations, and fosters consideration of both quantified and unquantified information.” The
Executive Memorandum also clearly identifies when an ecological risk assessment or other
analysis should incorporate an assessment of ecosystem services: “should an agency's analysis
require consideration of costs, the agency should consider ecosystem-services methods,
where appropriate and feasible.” [bold emphasis added]

The Proposed Plan, however, mentions none of this. Instead, it compares Project costs against
science-oriented assessments of the ecological and human-health risks, giving no consideration
to the importance of the impacts on ecosystem services. It makes no effort to identify and apply
appropriate and feasible methods for describing and weighing the impacts on ecosystem
services.t This failure contradicts guidance that has accumulated for at least the past decade
from within and outside the agency. More important, the failure to consider differences among
the alternatives in their impacts on ecosystem services does a disservice to decision-makers and

4U.S. EPA, Risk Assessment Forum. 2016. Generic Ecological Assessment Endpoints (GEAEs) For Ecological Risk
Assessment: Second Edition With Generic Ecosystem Services Endpoints Added.

https:/ /www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-08 /documents/ geae_2nd_edition.pdf.

5 Donovan, S; Goldfuss, C; Holdren, J. (2015). Incorporating Ecosystem Services into Federal Decision Making.
(Memorandum for Executve Departments and Agencies). Washington, D.C.: Executive Office of the President.
https:/ /www.whitehouse.gov/sites/ default/files/ omb/memoranda/2016 / m-16-01.pdf.

6 These methods are discussed by EPA, Science Advisory Board. 2009. Valuing the Protection of Ecological Systems and
Services. https:/ /yosemite.epa.gov/sab/sabproduct.nsf/ WebBOARD/ ValProtEcolSys&Serv.
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the public. It hides from them information necessary for assessing the relative acceptability of the
different alternatives. It dismisses the concerns and preferences of those who will be most
directly affected by the cleanup. And it strongly suggests that more aggressive cleanup will
yield net benefits greater than those EPA described for Alternative 1.

raises two possibilities. One, the authors of the Proposed Plan did not know about the emphasis
that EPA, OMB, CEQ, and OSTP have been placing on incorporating ecosystem services into
ecological risk assessments and cost assessments for at least the past decade. Two, they knew
but looked the other way. In either event, it is clear that the Proposed Plan fails to satisfy

C. A more aggressive cleanup would yield significant benefits throughout the

local community and region

EPA did not look at all the potential benefits from cleaning up the harbor’s contaminants.
Instead, to evaluate the different alternatives, EPA focused on a few indicators of risks to
human health and the ecosystem. For human-health risks, it estimated the potential incidence of
human cancer and some non-cancer diseases under each alternative. For ecological risks, it
estimated the contaminants” impacts on the toxicity of benthic invertebrates and on the
reproductive success of mink, river otter, spotted sandpiper, bald eagle, and osprey.

These indicators do not include other potentially important benefits that might materialize with
contaminant removals and reductions. A useful framework for understanding the potential
benefits from natural resource improvements distinguishes among different ways in which
natural resources contribute to the wellbeing of individuals, families, and communities. Called
the Total Economic Value framework, it recognizes that some benefits materialize as people use
the resources, either directly or indirectly. Others materialize as people through what
economists call passive use. Figure 1 illustrates the framework with a focus on fish.

EPA’s assessment of fish-related benefits addressed only a portion of the direct use value: the
health effects from eating fish. It ignored other components of direct use value, such as the
pleasure anglers derive from fishing, or the spiritual renewal some people derive from fishing
for and catching wild fish. EPA also ignored other components of value.

If EPA had looked, it would have discovered that any increase in fish populations resulting
from a more aggressive cleanup of the site could yield multiple benefits for groups near and far.
One assessment of this issue concluded, for example:”

“This effort to characterize fish values in the basin ecosystem and economy confirms that
fish constitute an extremely valuable source of commercial and recreational benefits
whether they are based on native stocks, hatchery populations of salmon and trout, or
introduced species. For Native Americans of the basin, the present low level of abundance
of salmonids has major economic and cultural impacts. The basin ecosystem can be seen as a
supplier of ecological services to a large region that extends, in the case of salmonids, to the

7 Fluharty, David L. 2000. Characterization and assessment of economic systems in the interior Columbia basin:
fisheries. Gen. Tech. Rep. PNW-GTR-451. Portland, OR: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific
Northwest Research Station. http:/ /www .fs.fed.us/pnw/pubs/pnw_gtr451.pdf.
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whole northeast Pacific fisheries. More broadly, salmon are rapidly becoming symbols of
quality of life as well as part of the cultural heritage of the region.” [p. 52]

Total Economic Value

Consumptive
Commercial &
recreational
catch

Non-
Consumptive
Spiritual

Potential
Future

‘ Passive-Use Value

Satisfaction
of Knowing
a Fish
Species &
Its Habitat
Exist
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of Knowing
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Satisfaction
of Knowing
Future
Generations
Will Have
Access to

Wellbeing e

Figure 1. Components of the total economic value derived from fish resources

The author also observed:

“Because of the strong association of abundant stocks of anadromous fish and recreational
fishing with quality of life in the Pacific Northwest, the nonuse and existence values of fish
in the basin take on considerable importance. The presence of many species of fish not used
by commercial and recreational fishers has ecological significance. Furthermore, some of
these species have significant nonmarket values for Native Americans in the basin. Even
species normally considered by anadromous aficionados as introduced ‘trash fish” are
gaining in popularity in the recreation sector, and some produce commercial value.” [p. 5]

In other words, all species of fish adversely affected by contaminants at the site have value, in
many ways to many groups. Having not considered these values, EPA cannot legitimately
assert that Alternative I is the most acceptable to these groups. This conclusion applies
especially to Tribal communities and others who value fish in ways that extend beyond
recreational and commercial fishing. “It can be said without exaggeration that no aspect of
nature in North America was so critically important in the economic life of a fishing folk as was
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the salmon run in the West.”8 Other species — chubs, lamprey, sturgeon, trout, etc. —also have
importance, for ceremonial and religious purposes as well as for subsistence.

Lamprey, for example, play many important roles. In existence for more than 500 million years,
they contribute to the foundation of the Columbia River Basin’s ecosystem, improving habitat
for salmon and other species as juveniles filter algae and sediment from rocks,® and adult
carcasses bring important nutrients from the ocean to the food web for aquatic and terrestrial
species. Some evidence suggests that healthy lamprey populations are a necessary condition for
successful restoration of salmon. Higher levels of contamination threaten the lampreys’
continued contribution to the ecosystem. They also pose risks to the wellbeing of Tribal
members (CRITFC 2011) through impacts that include:

* Loss of lamprey from the ecological circle and the tribal way of life. The tribes consider
the lamprey as their sacred elder and without them the circle of life is unbalanced.

* Loss of cultural heritage, especially for young tribal members — many have never even
seen a lamprey. As a consequence of declining harvest within interior Columbia River
tributaries, many young tribal members have not learned how to harvest and prepare
lamprey and are losing historically important legends associated with these fish.

* Loss of fishing opportunities in traditional fishing areas. Among other things tribal
members are forced to travel long distances to lower Columbia River tributaries, such as
the Willamette River, for severely limited lamprey harvest opportunities.

Contamination at the site also affects the behaviors and culture of other groups: African
American, Latino, Asian American, and Russian/Slavic.10

EPA, in general terms, recognized the potential economic importance of increases in
subsistence, recreational, commercial fishing that might result from more aggressive cleanup of
the site, but it failed to fully quantify this potential. It also failed to consider other components
of the total value, as indicated by Figure 1. This failure reflects the agencies failure to look for
relevant information rather than from a lack of such information.

A recent assessment of the economic value of salmon in the Columbia River Basin found, for
example, that Spring Chinook salmon caught commercially have an economic use value of $50-
$60 for the ocean and Lower Columbia River fisheries, respectively, and those caught
recreationally have a value of $120-$330.11 The researchers also found that recreational and
commercial fishing represented no more than 10 percent of the total value Washingtonians and
Oregonians place on an increase in salmon populations. This percentage indicates the general
magnitude of the potential error in EPA’s decision to measure cleanup benefits looking only at
its small subset of benefits. Moreover, ECONorthwest et al. (2012) found that Washingtonians
and Oregonians would realize a benefit of $5.0-$7.4 billion from implementation of a program
that would increase salmon populations in the Columbia River by 180,000-470,000 adults per
year.

8 Rostlund, Erhard. 1952. Freshwater Fish and Fishing in Native North America. University of California. Cited in
Fluharty (2000; 8).

9 Columbia River Intertribal Fish Commission (CRITFC). 2011. Tribal Pacific Lamprey Restoration Plan for the Columbia
River Basin. http:/ /www .critfc.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/12 /lamprey_plan.pdf.

10 Sunding, David, and Steven Buck. 2011. Fish Consumption in Portland Harbor.

11 ECONorthwest, Natural Resource Economics, and ESA. 2012. Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource
Management Plan: Four Accounts Analysis of the Integrated Plan.
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These numbers raise the very real possibility that the incremental benefits from a more
aggressive cleanup of the site would outweigh the incremental Project costs. The Proposed Plan,
however, is so inadequate that it never raises the question or points toward an answer.

These numbers also suggest that, if it had considered the full benefits of additional cleanup,
EPA might have selected as its Preferred Alternative one that promises more aggressive cleanup
than what is contained in Alternative I. Moreover, if it had considered the full set of cleanup
benefits, EPA likely would have evaluated Alternative H and/or other alternatives that aim for
a more robust cleanup.

In sum, by focusing on only a small subset of cleanup benefits, it is reasonable to conclude that
EPA looked at the wrong alternatives and selected the wrong Preferred Alternative.
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To:

EPA Administrator Gina McCarthy

U.S. Regional Administrator, Region 10 Dennis McLerran

CC:

OR Senator Jeff Merkley

OR Senator Ron Wyden

OR Representative Earl Blumenhauer

OR Representative Suzanne Bonamici

OR Representative Peter DeFazio

OR Representative Kurt Schrader

OR Representative Greg Walden

OR Governor Kate Brown

OR Attorney General Ellen Rosenblum

OR House Speaker Tina Kotek

OR Representative Tawna Sanchez (incoming)
OR Representative Alissa Keny Guyer

OR Health Authority Director Lynne Saxton
City of Portland Mayor Charlie Hales

City of Portland Commissioner Nick Fish

City of Portland Commissioner Amanda Fritz
City of Portland Commissioner Steve Novick
City of Portland Commissioner Dan Saltzman
City of Portland Auditor Mary Hull Caballero

City of Portland Bureau of Environmental Services Director Michael Jordan



Subject: Portland Youth and Elders Council (PYEC) Public Comment on the Portland Harbor Superfund
Site Proposed Cleanup Plan

Dear Ms. McCarthy and Mr. MclLarren:

The Portland Youth and Elders Council (PYEC), is a grassroots advocacy group that builds strong civic
connections within the local Native American Community. We are part of a regional effort to reduce
poverty in urban Indian Communities and to develop greater community ties and advocate for
improving the quality of life for Native American Indians in urban areas.

Through the practice of traditional values, the Youth and Elders Council addresses poverty and other
community issues by focusing on community solutions to housing, unemployment, education, health
and racism while building on community strengths.

We feel that the EPA has not met its basic mission to protect human health and the environment,
maximize compliance and reduce threats to public health and environment. We feel that the cleanup
plans in total were based on bad science, and bad or secret formulas that have been deemed even by
EPA to be deficient and subject to fines. We feel the studies are poisonous fruit and should be thrown
out. We feel it is lacking in the areas of overall protection of human health and the environment. Not in
Compliance with Federal, State, local, international, and Tribal law. Did not properly address long term
effectiveness and permanence, reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume, short term effectiveness,
implement ability, cost, community acceptance or Tribal acceptance.

PYEC feels that the proposed plans of the EPA Portland Harbor cleanup will have an adverse impact on
communities, businesses and wildlife along the Willamette and Columbia River system and beyond and
that it will have a disproportional adverse effect on the poor and communities of color, particularly
those of the Urban Native American Population. A U.S. General Accounting Office study showed obvious
bias regarding landfills in minority communities. The National Law Journal found that the EPA took 20%
longer to cite abandoned sites in minority communities and that polluters in those communities paid
50% less than polluters in white communities. These studies along with the EPA’s failure to consult with
Native urban Indians and the community at large shows a troubling pattern.

The EPA’s outreach to urban Native communities regarding the Portland Harbor clean-up was grossly
inadequate and basically unfunded. The original 30 days or the subsequent additional 60 days is
completely insufficient time for the Native American community to respond with a responsible and
reasonable alternative to the EPA’s proposed plan.

PYEC feels that our civil rights and our human rights are being violated. We will submit some of our
concerns in this letter however we reserve the right to additional comment, input and changes.

The Native peoples in the region consume fish from the Portland Harbor and nearby waterways at
approximately nine times the national rate and the general population of the Portland Metro area. We
believe this is a disproportionate adverse impact on our population. We also hold that treaty rights
extend to all tribal members including those in the urban environment, both tribally enrolled and non-
enrolled. We take issue with the EPA considering the lamprey as a transient species. Lamprey spend
seven years as young in the sediments of the Willamette River and that puts the lamprey in a different
category. Our paramount concern is with the long-term epigenetic effects of toxicity in our population.
One meal of fish to our women results in undisputable long-term harm. It is also true that the EPA



shows no studies of the long-term effects in either humans or other plants and animals in the system.
Nor has it considered cumulative and intergenerational impacts or outside influences exacerbating
health disparities.

Things we would like the EPA to address include, but are not limited, to the following:

- Extend the comment period at least 120 days.

- Work with and fund independent community organizations for quality community outreach to
educate, inform, protect and advocate for affected communities particularly those of color and
economically disadvantaged and not a Potentially Responsible Party or PRP (City of Portland
Bureau of Environmental Service is unacceptable). See Community Involvement Ladder diagram
attached.

- Our Canoe Journey people who are practicing spiritual Native events are unable to use the River
due to pollution. See attached letter.

- Making sure polluters pay.

- Making sure the insurers of the polluters represent the clean-up.

- Have performance bonds.

- Insure that the superfund site is addressed in total and not as separate units, both upland and in
water aspects included.

- Prioritize the overall success of the site-wide clean-up over making available specific sites for
interest groups.

- Production and translation of pertinent documents from EPA and the PRPs.

- Consider permanent adverse health effects to nursing children.

- Protect lamprey, our cultural food and source of spiritual nutrition as well as a resource for our
ceremonies and historical stories.

- Give six months’ notice before beginning clean-up in areas where houseless people are living.

- Provide funds for permanent affordable housing for anyone displaced by clean-up whether
housed or houseless.

- Insure that low- and middle-income residents have access to permanently affordable housing in
nearby neighborhoods.

- Work with impacted communities to set aside land on or near the river for community use
including community controlled habitat restoration, housing, gardens, environment education,
and other community identified and controlled activities.

- Remove all highly and moderately contaminated sediments from the river regardless of cost so
that fish are safe for everyone to eat.

- Remove all highly and moderately contaminated soils from the upland areas to ensure no
recontamination of the water and to ensure that food stuffs gathered from the above high
water mark are safe for all to eat.

- Train and hire local residents from impacted communities, women and minority-owned firms for
the related long-term family-wage clean-up jobs.

- Sign community benefit agreements to ensure benefits accrue to local communities.

- Pursue a meaningful partnership with local tribal governments and urban Natives.

- Pollution Controls: Include ongoing pollution controls in the final cleanup plan, including from
upriver sources. Do not allow re-contamination from upland sources. Use EPA enforcement



authority to clean up major hot spots like Arkema, shut off upland pollution sources, and define
an appropriate, diminished role for Oregon DEQ during the cleanup process.

Air Monitoring: During the entire length of cleanup process, require the most effective
fuel/emissions filters available and ongoing monitoring to minimize exposure for all cleanup-
related activities, including but not limited to freight, dredging, barges, and other equipment. If
air toxins are found to exceed acceptable levels, immediately take measures to intervene.
Water Monitoring: During the entire length of the cleanup process, provide rigorous water
monitoring, and make data available through a public database so that the public is aware of
pollution levels at various locations, particularly those that are important for recreation and
fishing access.

Public Access: Increase access to public lands along the river. Prioritize impacted communities —
including youth —in the design, cleanup, restoration, and development of new sites.

Transport & Disposal: Ensure the health and safety of people and the environment in the
transport and disposal of toxic substances. Do NOT store contaminated sediment next to the
river. Do NOT dispose of contaminated sediment in a way that will negatively impact the health
of people living or working near the disposal site. Use known best practices to avoid off-gassing
and volatilization of toxic substances, and ensure that all workers are trained in these practices.
Community Support: Establish a fund to assist communities impacted by historic and ongoing
contamination, as well as cleanup impacts, until fish advisories are lifted.

Polluters Pay: Ensure that impacted communities (see above) are not burdened by the cost of
cleanup. Require performance bonds from PRPs to cover these cleanup costs.

Legally binding source cleanup from Oregon

Habitat restoration in perpetuity fully paid by PRPs

No separate operable units

Monitoring during clean-up of water, air, noise, and odor.

Full community involvement at all levels.

Atmospheric release of PCBs is not included in any part of the EPA analysis or Proposed Plan.
Recent research confirms that PCBs can be released into the air, that air can be a source of
human exposure, and that exposure by inhalation can cause harmful health effects in people.
Emerging technologies- treatment of dredged material is more viable than ever before and
needs to be given greater attention in the Plan and FS. Newer treatments are available for
riverbank contamination as well.

Control of upland and upriver sources is necessary and not complete. The Plan indicates a more
pervasive influx of contaminant from the sources on land, many or all of which are uncontrolled.
This problem must be remedied with source elimination in the harbor and source control
upriver.

Contaminants left in river will largely remain for the foreseeable future. PCBs, dioxins/furans,
DDx, and metals will not degrade. The Plan leaves a substantial amount of contaminants in the
river and we seek an estimate of the mass of chemicals remaining.

Confined Disposal Facilities have been opposed by the community since the concept was first
raised. The community does not want to have a CDF in perpetuity.



Monitored Natural Recovery has not been shown to effectively deal with contaminant that do
not degrade, including metals, PCBs and dioxins/furans, among other chemicals. MNR can work
on PAHs that can be broken down by bacteria.

Time frame for estimated costs needs to be longer, at least 100 years, recognizing that the
remedy includes monitoring in perpetuity. EPA also needs to estimate the economic benefits of
a clean river, fishing boating, etc.

Compliance with all standards, including drinking water and surface water standards (Clean
Water Act).

Restoration of any lost habitat needs to be a requirement of the final remedy. The Proposed
Plan refers to restoration, and this restoration must comprehensively include actions following
removal actions.

Independent air & water monitoring during the cleanup must be instituted and include baseline
data collected as soon as possible.

More detailed/site-specific data will be obtained during the design phase and the ROD must be
written to require removal that accounts for the data that will be collected.

Fish contamination needs to be monitored to assess the changes with time and over space,
beginning with a monitoring program now to establish a clear baseline.

We will include and submit for your consideration:

economic impact study titled Economic Importance of the Portland Harbor Clean-up by Ernie
Niemi of Natural Resource Economics.

Portland Harbor Community Coalition letter to the EPA dated September 6, 2016. (We are part
of the Portland Harbor Community Coalition and we support their grievances and requests and
attach their letter of comment to the EPA dated September 6, 2016.)

A fish consumption survey by Columbia River Intertribal Fish Commission.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

(b) (6)

Representative for Portland Youth and Elders Council



Testimony of(b) (6)

I am an enrolled member of the Sisseton Wahpeton Oyate in South Dakota. | am here on behalf of the
NAYA Family Canoe Journey, a community initiative of the Portland Youth and Elders Council and the
Native American Youth and Family Center.

When we started the Canoe Journey community initiative three years ago, we toured the waterways in
the urban area. As we sat by the water enjoying the splendor around us, we noticed the river glistening.
We looked closer, it was an oil slick! Sickened, we realized this is what our generation did, in our greed
for more - more - more, we destroyed the environment. To this day we live with this guilt and wonder
how and what can we, as individuals, do to help.

The problem seemed insurmountable but the federal government and the EPA now have the ability and
responsibility to force polluters to clean it up.

Our canoe family practiced at Cathedral Park below the St. John's Bridge on the Willamette River not
fully understanding the dangers lurking in the Superfund area. We were all enjoying the park and the
children could not resist the water! We soon realized we were exposing our children and families to
deadly toxins, raw sewage and industrial waste. We now go far upstream on the Columbia or far
downstream on the Willamette. We simply cannot allow our children to be exposed any more, no
matter how beautiful and serene the water looks.

We've seen fisher people and families, mostly people of color with children out fishing, in the Superfund
area and probably eating more than the recommended allotment of poisonous fish. The EPA must
remove the deadly toxins and ensure that the fish are edible, train and hire people of color and other
impacted residents for long term clean up jobs, listen observe and learn from Native elders, especially
from the inter tribal urban community, about how to clean the environment and most of all ensure that
polluters do not re-contaminate and that they, not the impacted people of color, pay for their pollution.

Final recommendation: We have been collaborating with other interested parties who also feel that a
formal consultation between the Environmental Protection Agency, the City of Portland and affected
communities of color be initiated to provide insight and oversight.
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Portland Harbor
Community Cealition

To:
U.S. EPA Administrator Gina McCarthy
U.S. Regional Administrator, Region 10 Dennis McLerran

CC:

OR Senator Jeff Merkley

OR Senator Ron Wyden

OR Representative Earl Blumenhauer

OR Representative Suzanne Bonamici

OR Representative Peter DeFazio

OR Representative Kurt Schrader

OR Representative Greg Walden

OR Governor Kate Brown

OR Attorney General Ellen Rosenblum

OR House Speaker Tina Kotek

OR Representative Tawna Sanchez (incoming)
OR Representative Alissa Keny Guyer

OR Health Authority Director Lynne Saxton
City of Portland Mayor Charlie Hales

City of Portland Commissioner Nick Fish

City of Portland Commissioner Amanda Fritz
City of Portland Commissioner Steve Novick
City of Portland Commissioner Dan Saltzman
City of Portland Auditor Mary Hull Caballero
City of Portland Bureau of Environmental Services Director Michael Jordan

Subject: Portland Harbor Community Coalition (PHCC) Public Comment on the Portland Harbor
Superfund Site Proposed Cleanup Plan



September 6, 2016

Dear Ms. McCarthy and Mr. McLerran:

We are the Portland Harbor Community Coalition (PHCC), an alliance of over a dozen member

organizations and supporting groups. We represent those most impacted by contamination in the

Portland Harbor Superfund site: Native people, Blacks/African Americans, immigrants and refugees,

people experiencing houselessness/homelessness, and working-class Portlanders of all races and
ethnicities.

The ways that our people have been impacted by Portland harbor pollution are varied and complex.

First Nations: Northwest Native peoples have inhabited lands along the Willamette River since
time immemorial, subsisting off of the fish, water, and land. Native people were able to sustain
their villages and trade with other tribes in large part due to the salmon, lamprey, camas,
wapato, and other species that lived in abundance in and around the river. Today, industrial
pollution in the Portland Harbor has disrupted those food sources, and severely compromises
the health, livelihood, and culture of Native people who live and travel throughout the Columbia
River Basin. Thousands of Native people from the Columbia River Basin Tribes consume fish
from the Portland Harbor and nearby waterways - with far greater frequency (58.7 grams per
day) than non-Native people (nationally estimated at 6.5 grams per day). In other words, Native
adults consume approximately nine times more than the estimated national fish consumption
rate. As noted by the Columbia River Intertribal Fish Commission, this “seriously calls into
question the applicability and adequacy of using a national fish consumption rate to protect
tribal members’ health” (Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission (1994) A Fish Consumption
Survey of the Umatilla, Nez Perce, Yakama, and Warm Springs Tribes of the Columbia River
Basin). Now that the states of both Washington and Oregon have adopted the higher fish
consumption rate of 175 grams per day, and as both move into compliance to protect the
fishing public (both tribal and non-tribal), EPA’s approach to harbor pollution must align with
those goals, and not create a backslide. The PHCC believes that treaty rights extend to all tribal
members, including those in the urban environment, who have been particularly impacted by
harbor pollution. For instance, among the 12,000 member Turtle Mountain Tribe of North
Dakota, fully half joined the war effort during World War Il and went to work in Portland at
Kaiser Industries near Vanport. Kaiser’s current status as a Potentially Responsible Party
underscores the importance of EPA’s engagement with urban Native Americans, both to fully
understand historic sources of contamination and to provide better remedies for groups who
have suffered from multiple, inter-generational impacts from harbor pollution, whether that
came from air, water, river food, or on-the-job exposure. Substantial reductions to toxic off-
loading on traditional foods like salmon, wapato and lamprey must be prioritized in any local
clean-up plan if EPA expects to win community approval. Without such a focus, Native
Americans will continue to suffer an unfair toxic burden from Portland Harbor pollution, as well
as disproportionate health impacts that accompany the loss of their traditional foods.



Black/African Americans: Black/African Americans first arrived in Portland in large numbers to

work in the shipyards during World War Il. Many fished in the Portland Harbor, and continue to
fish there, eating contaminated fish, including carp and catfish. Black/African American shipyard
workers were also exposed to toxic substances such PCBs, lead, and asbestos in the shipyards
and toxic air in nearby neighborhoods. They were also prohibited from joining the Boilermakers
Union. At the same time, workers and their families were forced to live in segregated
neighborhoods for decades where they suffered disproportionately from harbor-related air
pollution, and have since suffered (and continue to suffer) from the impacts of serial
displacement - often to areas near brownfields - as the city has grown and changed. We are
recommending several measures to ensure that the Portland Harbor cleanup does not
contribute to the displacement and continued health disparities of Black/African Americans, and
instead contributes to this group’s prosperity.

Immigrants and Refugees: Many people, especially Eastern European, Asian, and Latino

immigrants and refugees subsist on resident fish from the Portland Harbor and are exposed to
health risks from contaminants in the fish they consume. Families often depend on fish for
protein, and view fishing as a continuation of their cultural traditions. Many people lack
information about the dangers of consuming fish from the river, and others are aware of risks
but are food insecure and have few other options. In 2011, out of a telephone survey of licensed
anglers, it was estimated that about 7,800 people consume resident fish (catfish, bass, carp,
etc.) from the Portland Harbor (and that 142,000 consume any fish - including non-resident
fish). It was also estimated that 1,789 children consume resident fish. Those ~800 people who
reported consuming the most resident fish eat about a serving a week - far more than the
recommended amount. Licensed anglers with the most people reporting resident fish
consumption were Eastern Europeans - 38% reported resident fish consumption. This survey
does NOT account for NON-licensed anglers. It is estimated that about 13.5% of those fishing in
the Portland Harbor do not have licenses. Many of those fishing without licenses are likely part
of immigrant and refugee groups who fish for subsistence and cultural reasons (Sundling, D. and
Buck, S. (2012) Fish Consumption in the Portland Harbor). These communities are dependent on
fishing, and deserve to eat fish free of toxic substances. Some travel 40 miles from Woodburn,
OR to catch fish to feed entire families, including small children and pregnant or nursing
mothers.

People Experiencing Houselessness: Hundreds of houseless people call the Portland Harbor

home, particularly in the wake of the current housing crisis that has left many Portlanders
without permanent and affordable shelter. Ongoing sweeps of homeless camps in inner
Portland neighborhoods, including along Johnson Creek, also push people toward the
waterfront, and onto contaminated beaches. People survive by fishing in the river, which
continues to expose them to dangerous contaminants and serious health risks. People who live
along the river are also exposed to toxic substances such as lead, PCBs, and dioxins in the soil.
And as the cleanup begins, they are at risk of being displaced again. Moreover, without



substantial anti—displacement provisions (e.g. community benefits agreements, affordable
housing construction, etc.), the cleanup and redevelopment of the waterfront will place low and
moderate income residents in adjacent neighborhoods at further risk of displacement, and
perhaps even exclude them from living near the river. EPA must provide strong anti-
displacement measures to prevent disproportionate impacts on both the housed and houseless
population - a population that is already experiencing significant psychological trauma, and
bears a disproportionate impact of river pollution due to their reliance on both resident fish and
basic human shelter along the waterfront. Anti-displacement provisions are now legally required
in Portland's new Comprehensive Plan, which will take effect January 1, 2018; therefore it is
very important that the EPA align the Record of Decision (ROD) with these laws.

Many people fall into more than one of these groups, and many members of these groups have also
endured exploitation, oppression, and health disparities resulting from living in other geographic areas,
and for other reasons besides Portland Harbor pollution. In other words, many of our people face
cumulative and intergenerational impacts. Decades and centuries of displacement away from the harbor
area means that impacted communities cannot be easily mapped and tracked, Er«hich means not all

impacts can be measured. Furthermore, for reasons outlined above — including economic necessity and  _.--| Comment [1]: does this work?
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cultural tradition, signs warning people of the dangers of eating contaminated fish do little to prevent ""‘“-(C ent [2]: Great

people from consuming fish. Posting signs warning of fishing and fish consumption risks has been
proven to not be an effective solution to protect the health of people at risk of exposure to PCBs and
other contaminants in the fish. They also do nothing to redress the damage that has been caused by

over a century of pollution in the harbor.

This is why we are calling on the EPA to craft a Record of Decision that does far more to protect our
communities than the current Proposed Cleanup Plan. The current Plan relies on monitored natural
recovery and capping to remediate the vast majority of contaminants in the harbor. This Plan will do
very little to alleviate the need for ongoing health advisories in the Portland Harbor, failing the
communities who are most harmed by harbor pollution. For this reason, we absolutely cannot support
EPA’s proposed plan. It is also our position that EPA’s Proposed Plan also violates several of its own
evaluation criterias: #1 - Overall protection of human health and the environment, #3 - Long-term
effectiveness and permanence, #4 - Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment, and
especially #5 - Short-term effectiveness (the plan relies excessively on Monitored Natural Recovery - a
long-term game of ‘wait and see’) and #8 - Community acceptance.

Impacted Communities’ Position:

We are not aware of any environmental, social justice, or grassroots organization that is in support of
the EPA’s proposed plan. We are not aware of any Treaty Tribe that is in support of the EPA’s proposed
plan. We are not aware of any entity supporting EPA’s plan that is not itself a Potentially Responsible
Party.



When evaluating community acceptance, EPA must do more than invoke the concept of the community,
or ‘the public’. It must acknowledge that the community most affected by toxic contamination is the
most important voice when judging the adequacy of a remedy, as it has suffered the most serious harm.
This harm is not at all comparable to the financial cost that is properly borne by PRPs; this recognition
was part of the original understanding of CERCLA, and is embodied in the very name “Superfund”, which
presumed polluters would pay in advance, and would pay the full cost of their pollution to maintain a
healthy environment.

It is in this light that we must condemn the extremely short, highly inadequate, and improperly managed
public process surrounding this Proposed Plan. After nearly 16 years of intense negotiations between
the EPA and the PRPs, the public has been rushed through a very hasty process that has included failure
by EPA to translate key documents, failure to maintain a functioning email account to receive public

comments, poorly publicized hearings that E:onvey information}n a way that is not accessible to average .-~ Comment [3]: can we be more

attendees, and refusal to grant reasonable extensions to the comment period. All of this has been N specific? do you mean language is
%, | too technical?

informed by an unrealistic timeline for a ROD. Peter deFur, the technical Superfund Advisor retained by
the Community Advisory Group, told the public that for the EPA to reach a ROD by the end of the year, (Comment [4]: Yes )
they would have to work in record time once the comment period ends, and more likely than not, the

ROD has already been written. Taken together, all of this creates serious doubt that what we have
witnessed over the last few months was a meaningful public process.

We are now standing together to call on the EPA to uphold our constitutional civil rights and our
fundamental human right to a clean environment. We implore the EPA to honor the federal
government’s treaties with tribal nations. The current proposed plan violates all of the above. This plan
violates our civil rights by outright ignoring the needs and perspectives of those who have suffered most
from environmental injustices, including, but not limited to, exposure to contaminants through fish
consumption. This plan violates treaty rights by removing very little contaminated sediment, and by
effectively relying on a perpetual health advisory for Portland Harbor fish. This means that fish are
unsafe for Tribal members and others to consume, especially women of childbearing age, as well as
pregnant women and nursing mothers, whose babies will experience neurological and developmental
damage. Executive Order 12898 mandates that all federally funded projects overtly address
environmental justice issues. This plan does not do that. We are concerned that the baseline studies did
not include an Environmental Justice analysis, unlike the Duwamish Superfund cleanup plan.

Instead of the current proposed plan - Alternative | - we call on the EPA to craft a ROD that will lift all
fish consumption advisories in the Portland Harbor, in alignment with a modified, enhanced variation on
Option G. We make this request in solidarity with the Yakama Nation, the Portland Harbor Community
Advisory Group, and other concerned groups who insist that this outcome must be guaranteed in the

EPA’s ROD. We also stand in solidarity with the concerns of E)ther Northwest Treaty Tribeiwho are Comment [5]: how was this
currently submitting their comments to the EPA on its proposed remedy. We also call on the EPA to p resolved?
require the most effective cleanup technologies available, regardless of cost, to fully clean up the \(Comment [6]: | left it how you had it )

Portland Harbor in a way that does not harm Pacific lamprey eel that are embedded in the sediment as



long as 7 years. We are concerned that long-term capping, in particular, will contribute to the extinction
of lampreys.

Scientific evidence suggests that Pacific lamprey, which have been in existence for over 500 million
years, are one of the foundational species of the Columbia basin, and that the potential loss of Pacific
lamprey in the Columbia basin threatens the basin’s ecological integrity. Lamprey is also an incredibly
important cultural food, and provide a very important source of nutrition, as they are exceptionally rich
in fats (much more so than salmon). Due to the loss of lamprey throughout the Columbia Basin, many
young tribal members have never even seen a lamprey, and are losing historically important stories and
ceremonies that are associated with them. Juvenile lamprey spend up to seven years in the river
sediment before migrating to the ocean, and are likely absorbing significant levels of contaminants in
the Portland Harbor, which could be passed on to tribal fishing people; Willamette Falls, just upstream
from the Superfund area, is an important tribal harvesting area for lamprey. We feel the baseline the
EPA’s proposed plan does not do enough to protect these lamprey and the tribal members who rely on
them.

As people living in the Portland harbor vicinity, whose lives and livelihoods will be impacted by the
cleanup as well as the redevelopment that occurs following remediation, we call upon the EPA to ensure
that the final ROD includes provisions that guarantee the following outcomes:

e Land: Work with impacted communities (see above) to set aside land on or near the river for
community use. This could support community-controlled habitat restoration, housing, gardens,
environmental education, and other community-identified and community-controlled activities.

e Healthy Fish: Remove ALL highly and moderately contaminated sediments from the river,
regardless of cost, so that fish are safe for EVERYONE to eat.

e Housing Justice: Give 6 months notice before beginning the cleanup in areas where houseless
people are living. Provide funds for permanent, affordable housing for anyone displaced by
cleanup (whether housed or houseless). Institute robust anti-displacement provisions (i.e., as
outlined in the City of Portland’s Comprehensive Plan) to ensure that low- and middle-income
residents have access to permanently affordable housing in nearby neighborhoods.

e Jobs: Train and hire local residents from impacted communities, women, and minority-owned
firms for long-term, family-wage cleanup jobs. Sign Community Benefit Agreements to ensure
that benefits accrue to the local community, and to those who have been most impacted by
river pollution. Pursue a meaningful partnership with local tribal governments.

e Pollution Controls: Include ongoing pollution controls in the final cleanup plan, including from
upriver sources. Do not allow re-contamination from upland sources. Use EPA enforcement
authority to clean up major hot spots like Arkema, shut off upland pollution sources, and define
an appropriate, diminished role for Oregon DEQ during the cleanup process.

e Air Monitoring: During the entire length of cleanup process, require the most effective
fuel/emissions filters available and ongoing monitoring to minimize exposure for all cleanup-
related activities, including but not limited to freight, dredging, barges, and other equipment. If
air toxins are found to exceed acceptable levels, immediately take measures to intervene.



e Water Monitoring: During the entire length of the cleanup process, provide rigorous water
monitoring, and make data available through a public database so that the public is aware of
pollution levels at various locations, particularly those that are important for recreation and
fishing access.

e Public Access: Increase access to public lands along the river. Prioritize impacted communities —
including youth —in the design, cleanup, restoration, and development of new sites.

e Transport & Disposal: Ensure the health and safety of people and the environment in the
transport and disposal of toxic substances. Do NOT store contaminated sediment next to the
river. Do NOT dispose of contaminated sediment in a way that will negatively impact the health
of people living or working near the disposal site. Use known best practices to avoid off-gassing
and volatilization of toxic substances, and ensure that all workers are trained in these practices.

e Community Support: Establish a fund to assist communities impacted by historic and ongoing
contamination, as well as cleanup impacts, until fish advisories are lifted.

e Polluters Pay: Ensure that impacted communities (see above) are not burdened by the cost of
cleanup. Require performance bonds from PRPs to cover these cleanup costs.

While we acknowledge EPA’s position that they have met the minimum legal requirements for public
outreach, we do not believe EPA has conducted an outreach process that is adequate to address the
needs of those most impacted. We strongly urge the EPA to take a different approach in crafting the
ROD, and prioritize environmental justice communities that have been most impacted by the river’s
pollution, and which have the most to gain, or lose, as the EPA continues to make decisions on our
behalf.

Thank you.

Portland Harbor Community Coalition Members and Supporters: [DRAFT sign-on list — subject to change
- yellow highlight means the group has agreed to sign on to final letter]

AFSCME Green Caucus

American Indian Movement -- Portland Chapter

Ancient World Crafts

Asian Pacific American Network of Oregon -

Audubon Society

Collective Care Services

Columbia Riverkeeper

East European Coalition

Groundwork Portland

Iraqi Society of Oregon

Jamaican Homestyle Cuisine

Jose Gaustellum Painting

Lideres Verdes

Madinah Cafe

Mattie Khan’s Kitchen



MBZW Muzak

Muhammad Study Group of Portland
Native American Youth and Family Center
PDX Bubble Boys

Portland Center for Self Improvement
Portland Harbor Community Advisory Group
Portland Youth and Elders Council

Raging Grannies

ReBuilding Center

Right 2 Survive

Right 2 Dream Too

Screwloose Studios

SEIU 503, OPEU

Sierra Club -- Oregon Chapter

Strawberry Pizza Parlor

The S.O.F.

Urban League of Portland

Wisdom of the Elders

Contact: (b) (6)
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A FISH CONSUMPTION SURVEY OF THE
UMATILLA, NEZ PERCE, YAKAMA, AND
WARM SPRINGS TRIBES OF THE
COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN

Technical Report 94-3

October, 1994

)

Columbia River lnfer-Tribal Fish Commission

729 N.E. Oregon St., Portland, OR 97232
(503) 238-0667 :




Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission (CRITFC)

CRITFC was created in 1977 by resolutions of the four Pacific Northwest Indian
Tribes which participated in this survey: the Nez Perce Tribe; the Confederated Tribes
of the Umatilla Indian Reservation in Oregon; the Confederated Tribes of the Warm
Springs Indian Reservation in Oregon and; the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the

Yakama Indian Nation in Washington (collectively referred to as CRITFC's member
tribes). '

CRITFC was formed to coordinate the management and protection of the tribes’ treaty
fishery resource and to implement the tribes’ fishery policies and objectives in the
Columbia Basin. The governing body of CRITFC, the Commission, consists of the Fish
and Wildlife Committees of each tribe. These Commissioners establish CRITFC policy
and direct staff. CRITFC staff consists primarily of biolagists, attorneys and other
professionals who provide legal and technical assistance to the tribes on issues
relating to protection, enhancement and sustainable use of the fishery resources in the
Columbia River Basin. CRITFC is accountable only to its member tribes and not to the
states, the Bureau of Indian Affairs or any other entity.

This project was funded through a Cooperative Agreement between CRITFC and the
Environmental Protection Agency’s Office of Policy, Planning and Evaluation (USEPA,
QPPE), Cooperative Agreement # CX818196-01.

EPA Project Officers: Gerald Filbin and Craig McCormack (formerly USEPA, OPPE).
CRITFC Project Managers: Anne Watanabe and Herald Shepherd (formerly CRITFC).
Proper citation for this report is:

CRITFC (Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission). 1994. A fish consumption

survey of the Umatilla, Nez Perce, Yakama and Warm Springs Tribes of the Columbia
River Basin. CRITFC Technical Report No. 94-3. Portland, Oregon.
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ABSTRACT

During the fall and winter of 1991-1992, a survey was conducted among Columbia
River Basin Indian tribes to determine the level and nature of fish consumption among
individual tribal members. The survey was initiated to test the hypotheses that
Indians in that region consume more fish than non-Indians, that the national fish
consumption rate of 6.5 grams per day (gpd) used by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) to develop human health based water quality criteria
might not be applicable to tribal members, and that a human health risk might exist
among tribal members from exposure to 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (dioxin)
and other waterborne toxic contaminants. We also wished to consider whether
water quality standards based on the estimated national fish consumption rate and
adopted for waters in the Columbia River Basin were appropriate with regard to the
findings of the survey. The survey consisted of interviews made at four Columbia
River Basin tribal reservations (Nez Perce, Warm Springs, Yakama and Umatilla) and
was based on a stratified random sampling design. A total of 513 tribal members at
least 18 years old were directly surveyed. These respondents also provided
information for 204 children age 5 or younger. I[nformation obtained included a
breakdown of consumption by age group, season, species consumed, parts of the fish
consumed, preparation methods, and changes in patterns of consumption over time
and during ceremonies and festivals. Survey respondents aged 18 and older
consumed an average of 58.7 gpd while children aged 5 and younger consumed an
average of 19.6 gpd. These rates are respectively, approximately nine times and
three times higher than the estimated national fish consumption rate and seriously call
into question the applicability and adequacy of using a national fish consumption rate
to protect tribal members’ health. Both adults and children consumed salmon and
resident trout more than any other fish species. The fish fillet and skin were, overall,
the two most consumed fish parts but respondents also consumed the head, eggs,
bones and organs of almost all fish species consumed. Although this consumption
data signals a potential increased health risk to tribal members, consumption data
alone does not tell us the extent to which tribal members are exposed to waterborne
toxics. Consequently, as phase two of this project, information in this report will be
combined with data on fish tissue contaminant levels in fish collected and consumed
from Columbia River Basin tribal fisheries.




atig

by four tribes
in 1855 tre

Lands ced

UMATILLA
RESERVATION

Mission)i

NToppenish

2

WASHINGTON

g
s
($)

OREGON

" ueaaQ ayy198d

Warm Springs

]




TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT S . .. .. it e e e e et e e e e e e 5
LIST OF TABLES . oottt ittt et et ettt e e 6
LIST OF APPENDICES . . . . . . i et e e e e e 8
LIST OF CHART S . .. . st e e i e e et e ieen s “ ... 10
LIST OF FIGURES . . . . . o e e e e e e e e 11
INTRODUCTION . . L e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 12
Survey Objective . . . ... i e e e e 12
Background . . . ... e e 12

The Fishery ReSOUICe . . . . o v v vttt e it e et e ettt e et 12
Degraded Water Quality . ... ... .. ..ttt nnnnns 13
Statement of Significance of Data and Applications . ............. 15
METHODOLOGY . ittt it i e i s s ettt et e s et nas 16
Sample Design . .. . i et i et e e 16
Sample Frame . . ... .. . . ... e e e e 16

Sample Size and Tribal Representation . . . . ............... 16

- Selection Procedure .. ......... it innnnennnn 16
Weighting Factors . . . . . .. . . i e e e e 17
Unweighted Data . . ... ... .. ...ttt 17

Survey Methods . . ... .. .. e e e e 18
Target Population . .. .. .. .. ...ttt it e e 18
Questionnaire Development . ... ... ...ttt nnean 18

The Survey QuUestionnaire . . . . ... .. ..t iit ittt it enenn. 18
24-Hour Recall .. ... ... . ittt ittt et e 19

Seasonal Consumption . ... ...ttt ittt e 19

Rate of Fish Consumption Throughout The Year ............ 19

Fish Species . . . .. ..o it i i et i et ittt e e 19

Change in Consumption Over the Last 20 Years ............ 20

FishParts Consumed . . . ... .. ... ittt et ennnnann 20

Fish Preparation Methods . . . . .. ... ...t 21
Breastfeeding . ... ... .. ... ittt i e 21

Source of Fish Consumed . . ... ... ittt it ennnrennan 21




Fishing Site Locations ... ..... ...,
Ceremonial Consumptionof Fish . . .....................
Data Collection Procedure . . . . . ... ittt et e e
Quality Assurance/Quality Control in Survey Implementation .......
Pretest . .. e e e e
Interviewer Training . ... .. ... ... it ennnnn..
Useof Food Models . ............iiii i imnnennnn.
Internal Technical Review . ...................... e
Outside Technical Review . ............. ...
independent Peer Review . . . . ... . . i ittt ittt e e eenn.
Procedures for Protecting Confidentiality .................
Data Processing . ... ittt e e e e e
Data Entry and Audit . . . . .. ... ... ... ...
Data Analysis . . . oo i i it e e e e
Statistical Tests . ... .. ... ...t neennennnns
Outliers . . ... i e e e
Individual Response Rate Calculations . ..................
SURVEY RESULTS ...t e e e e e e e e e e e e e
Completed SUrveys . .. ... ittt it e e e
Demographic Information .. ........ ... .. . ... ...
Locationof Respondents . ............... ...
Sexof Respondents . ..............iiiiinernnnn..
Ageof Respondents .. ... .......c.ciiiimmmunenennenen..
Rates of Adult Fish Consumption . ... ........0 it nnnn.
Fish-Consumers Only . ... ... ... ittt iennnn
Fishers .. .. .. e
Rates of Consumption for Demographic Categories ..........
Seasonal Rate of Fish Consumption . . . ... ...ccvvvner ..
Dietary Recall . . ... .. ... ..ttt i,
Women Who Have Nursed or Currently Are Nursing Their
Children . . ... . i e e e
Consumption of Different Speciesby Adults . . . ............
Consumption by Fish Trophic Level .. ... .. ... ..
Consumption of Specific Partsby Adults . ................
Respondents Whose Fish Consumption Has Changed
Overthe Last 20 Years . ... ... ..ot i iiiiii et nneneennan
Typeof Change .. ... ..., . ... ittt
Quantifiable Change ... ........... ... .. ...,

B B B

- o

i

P i

i 1

-

B T v I T

P R O .
- & & B W @ .




(4 3 11 o [=Y 2 TS 40

Age When Children Begin Eating Fish . .................. 40
Children’s Consumption Rates . . ... ... ... .. ... 41
Consumption of Different Species by Children .. ........... 41
Consumption of Specific Parts by Children . .. ... .......... 41
Fish Preparation Methods . . .. ... ... . ittt 43
Originof FishConsumed . . . . . .. ... ... . i, 44
Fish Harvesting . .. .. .. oo it it e s e e e e e e 46
Ceremonial Consumptionof Fish ... ... ... ... ... ... 56
Frequency of Ceremony Attendance ..............c.cc.... 56
Frequency of Fish Consumption at Ceremonies . . ........... 56
Amount of Fish Consumption During Tribal Ceremonies ... .. .. 57
DISCUSSION . . o e e e e e 59
Comparisons With the Estimated National Fish Consumption Rate for the
U.S. Population . ... .. ...ttt e 59
Comparison of Rates from Other Surveys . .................... 60
Adult Rates of Fish Consumption . . ... .. ... . ... inenn 62
Children . . o e e e e e e 62
Sourcesof Fish . .. .. . e e e e 62
Ceremonial Use of Fish . . . . .. ... . i e 62
Seasonal Fish Consumption ... .. ... ... ... ..t ieennnn 64
Historical Changes in Fish Consumption . ................... .. 65
Decrease in Fish Consumption . ... ......... ... ........ 65
Increase in Fish Consumption ... ............ ..., 65
Loss of Columbia River Basin FishRuns ... ............... 65
LIMITATIONS L .o it et e et ettt e e e 67
UNCerainty & v v v v vt et i e e e e e e e e 67
Sampling Bias . .. . ... e e e e 67
Location Bias .. ... ... i i e e e 67
Gender Bias . . . v v v i i e e e e e e e 68
Timing of Survey and Length of Survey Period ............. 68
Response Rates on Individual Questions . . . ... ............ 68

Non-Fish-Consumers . .. v v v v it ittt ittt bttt et e senans 69




Originof Fish Consumed .. ......... ... eenn.. 69

Children . . . e e e e e 69

Fishing Sites ... ... ittt ettt ettt 70

Dietary Recall . . . ... . ... ittt et et e e e 70

Additional Research . . ... .. ... . i e 70
RECOMMENDATIONS AND DATA APPLICATIONS .. ... ... ... 72
TABLES . . e e e e 73
APPENDICES . .. . it i e e e e e 106
REFERENCES . . . . i i ittt ittt ettt et e ennen 170

b

PR

P T 2T

i3 i i




ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

CRITFC would like to acknowledge all Technical Panel members for their invaluable
assistance in producing this report. CRITFC is particularly grateful to the following
people for dedicating their time and talents to this project: Harold Shepherd (formerly
CRITFC); John Platt (CRITFC); Craig McCormack, Washington Department of Ecology
{formerly U.S. EPA); Steve Helgerson, Health Care Finance Administration (formerly
Indian Health Service); Gerald Filbin, U.S. EPA; Sarah Bermann, University of
Pittsburgh Medical School (formerly Bruce Company); Danielle Dixon and Roxanne
Bogart (formerly Bruce Company); Matthew Schwartzberg, CRITFC; Margaret McVey,
ICF, Inc. and; Amin Abari, ICF, Inc.

CRITFC is especially grateful to the tribal governments and their staff for this survey
could not have been completed without their devotion and commitment to this
project. Finally, CRITFC wishes to thank all tribal members who contributed their time
to participate in the survey. -




LU S O A A



TABLE 1
TABLE 2

TABLE 3
TABLE 4

TABLE 5

TABLE 6
TABLE 7
TABLE 8
TABLE 9
TABLE 10

TABLE 11
TABLE 11a
TABLE 11b
TABLE 12

TABLE 13

TABLE 14

LIST OF TABLES

Summary of Reasons Indicated by Interviewers for Why Tribal
Members Did Not Participate . .........c.iiiineenn..

Summary of Locations of Surveyed and Non-Surveyed Individuals
with Respect to the Interview Site . ... ..... ... .........

Sex of Surveyed and Non-Surveyed Individuals . . ...........
Ageof Respondents . .. ... ...ttt tnnsennnnnnn.
Nurﬁber of Fish Meals Consumed by All Adult Respondents (Fish
Consumers and Non-Fish Consumers) Per Week -Throughout the
T T

Average Serving Size (0z.) - AdultFishMeals ..............

Number of Grams Per Day of Fish Consumed by All Adult
Respondents (Fish Consumers and Non-Fish Consumers)
Combined - Throughoutthe Year .......... i,

Number of Fish Meals per Week Consumed by Adult Fish
Consumers Only - Throughoutthe Year ..................

Average Serving Size (0z.) of Adult Fish Meals - Fish Consumers
ONly .o e e e e eeaasaeea

Number of Grams per Day Consumed by Adult Fish Consumers
[ o |

Fish Consumption Throughout the Yearby Sex .. ...........

Fish Consumption Throughout the Yearby Age ............
Fish Consumption Throughout the Year by Location .........
Months of High Fish Consumption .....................
Comparison of Grams of Fish Consumed by Tribal Members on a
Daily Basis During Months of High Consumption vs. Months of

Low Consumption . . . . . . .ttt i i e e e e e

Months of Low Fish Consumption . . ... .. ..

6




TABLE 15

TABLE 16

TABLE 17

TABLE 18

TABLE 19

TABLE 20
TABLE 21
TABLE 22
TABLE 23
TABLE 24
TABLE 25
TABLE 26
TABLE 27
Table 28

Table 29

Number of Weekly Fish Meals: Nursing Mothers or Mothers Who
Have Nursed . ... ...ttt ennnosns Ceeee e

Consumption by Women Who Have Breastfed Compared to All
Other Female Respondents . . . . .« e v v v v v e v s e et o s o e e

Fish Species Consumed by All Adult Tribal Members . . .......

Consumption of Fish Species by Adults Who Eat the Particular
SPECIES « v v v v v vt me e e

Grams of Fish Species Consumed Each Day by Fish Consumers
and Non-Fish Consumers . .. . ..o ov i i i it onannes oo

Adult Consumptioh of FishParts . ... ...t
Age When Children Begin Eating Fish .. ..........cocvvnn
Number of Fish Meals Consumed per Week by Children . .. ....
Serving Size (oz.) of Fish for Children Age Five or Under ......
Children’s Fish Consumption Rates - Throughout Year . .. .. ...
Fish Species Consumed by Children .. .........ccevcvv.n
Consumption by Children Who Consume the Particular Species . .
Children’s Consumptionof Fish Parts . ..................
Use of Fish Preparation Methods . ........ .o

Frequency of Use of Fish Preparation Methods . ............

33y 333

oy

e




APPENDIX 1
APPENDIX 2
APPENDIX 3
APPENDIX 4
APPENDIX 5
APPENDIX 6

APPENDIX 7

APPENDIX 8
APPENDIX 9

APPENDIX 10
APPENDIX 11
AEPENDIX 12
APPENDIX 13
APPENDIX 14
APPENDIX 15

APPENDIX 16

LIST OF APPENDICES
Formulas for Calculating Weighting Factors ... ........
Weighting Formulas for Calculating Weighted Méans

Technical Panel and Peer Reviewers . .............. .

List of Resident Fish Species in the Columbia River Basin

List of Anadromous Fish Species in the Columbia River
Basin ...

List of Other Fish Species in the Columbia River Basin
Map of Fishing Sites Along the Columbia River Basin

Sample Letter from Tribal Government Requesting
Participation in the Survey . ...

Job Announcements for Survey Coordinators and
Interviewers . ......... ... ... ... ..

Locations of Tribal Members from Interview Site and
Reasons for Not Participating . ...................

Fish Consumption of Persons Who Fish for Personal
Consumption or for Use by Their Tribe . .............

Consumption Data for Months of Highest Fish Consumption
(MayandJdune) ..........0uuuumunnnnn .

Consumption Data for Months of Lowest Fish Consumption
(January and December) .. .............0¢0.......

Comparison of Fish Consumption (gpd) Throughout the
Year of Persons Who Ate Fish in the 24 Hours Preceding
the Survey vs. Persons Who Did Not Eat Fish in That Time
Period .. ... ... . . ..,

.. 107

108

110

111

. 128

129

. 130

. 131




APPENDIX 17

APPENDIX 18

APPENDIX 19

APPENDIX 20

APPENDIX 21

APPENDIX 22
APPENDIX 23

APPENDIX 24

APPENDIX 25

Consumption Rates of Women Who Have Given Birth and
WhoBreastfeed . . ... .. .ccieesensoassosssosenas 148

Chi-Square Test Comparisons of Fish Parts Consumed ... 149

Increase and Decrease in Weekly Fish Meals Over the Last
2O YBAIS & v v vt e vt s s s st nanseesens e enssos 150

Age of Infant When Breast Feeding Ceased or Will Cease . 153

Chi-Square Analysis of Food Preparation Methods-Use and

FreqQUeNCIES . ..o cv v onvmncnonnonssensonason 154
Percent of Fish Obtained From Various Sources . ....... 1556
Travel Distance from Home to Fishing Sites . . . . . ... ... 158

Tribal Fishing Sites for Resident and Anadromous Fish
Species-By Tribe . .......cciiiiiiiiiiin 159

Attendance and Fish Consumption at Tribal Ceremonies .. 166

3

3 33

A
P




Chart 1
Chart 2

LIST OF CHARTS

Fish Consumption Estimates Presented in Other Surveys ... ...

Tribal Celebrations

10




Figure 1
Figure 2
Figure 3
Figure 4
Figure
Figure 6
Figure 7
Figure 8
Figure 9
Figure 10
Figure 11
Figure 12

Figure 13

Figure 14
Figure 15
Figure 16
Figure 17
Figure 18
Figure 19
Figure 20
Figure 21
Figure 22
Figure 23
Figure 24
Figure 25
Figure 26
Figure 27
Figure 28
Figure 29

LIST OF FIGURES

Age Groups of Adult Respondents . .........cciviveee...
Grams per Day of Fish Consumed by All Adult Respondents .
Months of High Fish Consumption
Months of Low Fish Consumption .. ............. [P
Anadromous Fish Species Consumed by Adults . ...........
Resident Fish Species Consumed by Adults .......... e
Adult Rate of Consumption of Anadromous Fish Species ... ...
Adult Rate of Consumption of Resident Fish Species .. ... e
Adult Consumption of Anadromous FishParts .............
Adult Consumption of Resident Fish Parts ................
Change in Consumption Over the Last 20 Years ............
Rate of Consumption of Anadromous Fish Species by Children
(Data Represents Fish Consumers Only) ... ... ... ... ... ..
Rate of Consumption of Resident Fish Species by Children (Data
Represents Fish Consumers Only) . ........... .0 u...
Anadromous Fish Species Consumed by Children ...........
Resident Fish Species Consumed by Children ... ...........
Children’s Consumption of Anadromous FishParts ..........
Children’s Consumption of Resident FishParts .............
Fish PreparationMethods . . . . .. ... ... i
Nez Perce Tribe-Anadromous Fish Fishing Sites
Nez Perce Tribe-Resident Fish Fishing Sites . ..............
Warm Springs Tribe-Anadromous Fish Fishing Sites . . . .......
Warm Springs Tribe-Resident Fish Fishing Sites . ...........
Yakama Tribe-Anadromous Fish Fishing Sites . .............
Yakama Tribe-Resident Fish Fishing Sites . .. ..............
Umatilla Tribe-Anadromous Fish Fishing Sites . . . ...........
Umatilla Tribe-Resident Fish Fishing Sites . . . ... ...........
Frequency of Fish Consumption at Tribal Ceremonies
Amount of Fish Consumed at Tribal Ceremonies ............
Comparisons of Consumption Rates-CRITFC Data vs. U.S.
Average (6.5 gpd)

--------

11

RS T T T T T TR ) BRI T T T

s 303113

5
»

S e W e o




INTRODUCTION

In 1990, the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission (CRITFC) entered into a
Cooperative Agreement with the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s
Office of Policy, Planning and Evaluation (USEPA, OPPE) to formally conduct "A Fish
Consumption Survey of the Umatilla, Nez Perce, Yakama and Warm Springs Tribes of
the Columbia River Basin," hereinafter referred to as the Columbia River Basin Fish
Consumption Survey (CRBFCS). This survey is unique in that it is the only interview-
based survey to date that examines fish consumption rates and patterns of Native
Americans who reside in, catch and consume fish from the Columbia River Basin.

Survey Objective

The objective of the survey was to ascertain individual tribal members’ consumption
rates, patterns, habits and preparation methods of anadromous and resident fish
species caught from the Columbia River Basin.

Background

Tribal interest in conducting such a survey of tribal members was in response to the
United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) investigation of the human
health risks from exposure to dioxin (tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin or 2,3,7,8-TCDD)
and other waterborne toxics through ingestion of contaminated fish. Because the four
surveyed tribes fish for both ceremonial and subsistence purposes from the Columbia
River Basin, they questioned the adequacy of USEPA’s use of an estimated national
per capita fish consumption rate of 6.5 grams per day (gpd) (USEPA, 1980) when
developing human health based water quality criteria for toxics.

The Fishery Resource

The Umatilla, Nez Perce, Yakama and Warm Springs tribe (collectively referred to as
CRITFC’s member tribes) each possess fishing rights reserved by treaties signed in the
1850s with the United States government. Under the U.S. Constitution, these
treaties are considered the "supreme Law of the Land."” These treaties reserve to the
tribes the right to take fish destined to pass their "usual and accustomed” fishing
places (Treaty with the Umatilla Tribe, June 9, 1855, 12 stat. 945; Treaty with the
Yakama Tribe, June 9, 1855, 12 Stat. 951; Treaty with the Nez Perce Tribe, June 11,
1855, 12 Stat. 957; Treaty with the Tribes of Middle Oregon, June 25, 1855, 12
Stat. 963). Among the fish that tribes have treaty rights to harvest are the salmonids
and resident species originating in streams and lakes flowing throughout the Columbia
River Basin as well as those anadromous species that return to their spawning
grounds in the Columbia River Basin.

The importance of fish, especially salmon, to the tribes cannot be overstated for the
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fishery resource is not only a major food source for tribal members, it is also an
integral part of the tribes’ cultural, economic and spiritual weli-being. The importance
of the tribes’ treaty fishing rights has received long-standing legal recognition. In a
1905 decision, the U.S. Supreme court stated: "The right to resort to the fishing
places in controversy was a part of larger rights possessed by the Indians, upon the
exercise of which there was not a shadow of impediment, and which were not much
less necessary to the existence of the Indians than the atmosphere they breathed."

United States v. Winans, 198 U.S. 371 (1905).

Thus, as ceremonial and subsistence fishers, CRITFC’'s member tribes rely on the
protection and enhancement of water quality in the Columbia River Basin sufficient
to protect treaty resources from harmful exposure to waterborne pollutants. The
consistent decline of fish runs, the loss of adequate fish habitat, and the documented
degradation of water quality in the Columbia River Basin have heightened the tribes’
concern for the fishery resource and the health and livelihood of tribal members.

Degraded Water Quality

The Columbia River system is the fourth largest watershed in North America and
drains over 250,000 square miles, with 85% of the watershed located in Oregon,
Washington and ldaho, the three states where the surveyed tribes reside. Although
the total amount of tribal reservation land for these four tribes is approximately 2.8
million acres, the tribes’ aboriginal and ceded areas encompass 41 million acres and
31 Columbia River sub-basins, a majority of the Columbia River Basin.

Throughout the Columbia River Basin, certain resource uses such as hydroelectric
dams, grazing, agriculture and forestry have contributed to the decline of the salmon
runs. Numerous industrial sources (including eight U.S. pulp and paper mills, one
Canadian pulp mill and ten aluminum plants), agricultural drainages carrying pesticides
and insecticides, sewage treatment plants, combined sewer overflows, abandoned
landfills, the Hanford Nuclear Reservation, and the lIdaho National Engineering
Laboratory continue to load toxic and radioactive wastes into the Columbia River
system threatening both the health of tribal members and the fishery resource. Many
federal and state sponsored investigations have revealed the prevalence of toxic
chemicals in Columbia River fish and sediments.

For human health risk assessment purposes, USEPA has identified an individual's rate
of fish and shellfish consumption as the key exposure variable (USEPA, 1989).
Others have further identified ingestion of contaminated fish as the most significant
“pathway of human exposure to bioaccumulatable, persistent and toxic chemicals in
aquatic environments (Rifkin and LaKind, 1991). Moreover, because waterborne toxics
tend to bioaccumulate in aquatic organisms, the general human population is exposed
to significantly greater doses of certain chemical contaminants from fish consumption
than from water and atmospheric sources combined (Humphrey, 1983).
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Consequently, noncommercial and subsistence fishers can be particularly susceptible
to exposure to toxic pollutants (Institute of Medicine, 1991). Fish biomonitoring
studies conducted outside the Columbia Basin have clearly demonstrated the
persistence and bioaccumulation of certain chemical pollutants in aquatic
environments and the potential for health probilems due to consumption of
contaminated fish (Fiore et al., 1989; Cordle et al., 1978; Cooper et al., 1991; and
Tollefson and Cordle, 1986).

Within the Columbia River Basin, state and Federal agencies have consistently
documented water quality problems, including toxic pollution. The major toxics of
concern identified in the Columbia River Basin are organochlorine pesticides, dioxins
and furans, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB), heavy metals, and radionuclides (USEPA,
1992). Toxics have been identified at levels of concern in various parts of the basin,
with the greatest concentrations measured in either sediments or fish tissue (USEPA,
1992). These pathogens and toxics in fish and sediment samples collected from the
Columbia River Basin present the greatest threats to human health.

In 1986, USEPA initiated its National Study of Chemical Residues in Fish (NSCRF)
(USEPA, 1992a) to monitor levels of toxic chemicals in fish tissue at numerous sites
across the country, including the Columbia River Basin. The most toxic dioxin
congener, 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD), was found in samples
from 70 percent of all the national sampling sites, including samples collected from
the Columbia River Basin (USEPA, 1992a). Total PCBs and DDE (dichloro-
diphenyldichloro-ethylene), a breakdown product of the insecticide DDT (dichloro-
diphenyl-trichloroethane) were also found in Columbia River fish tissue. The State of
Oregon has listed all of the Columbia River within the state’s borders (river miles O-
309) as violating the water quality standard of .013 parts per quadrillion {(ppq)
adopted for 2,3,7,8-TCDD (Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, 1992).
Washington State has specifically identified the Columbia River mainstem downstream
of Priest Rapids Dam and the entirety of the Snake River within Washington State as
violating Washington’s dioxin water quality standard, which is also .013 ppq
{(Washington State Department of Ecology, 1992).

The Lower Columbia River Bi-State Program, initiated in 1990 by the Oregon and
Washington State legislatures, conducted an extensive reconnaissance survey of
water, sediment, and fish tissue samples collected from the Lower Columbia River
(downstream of Bonneville Dam to the Pacific Ocean). Results of the Bi-State survey
indicate a widespread occurrence of metals, pesticides, PCBs, and dioxin and furan
compounds in fish tissue (Tetra Tech, 1993). These results are consistent with
historical measurements of fish tissue concentrations of metal and organic compounds
measured in national surveys conducted by USEPA and the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) (Schmitt, C.J., et al., 1990).

From 1986 to 1991, the U.S. Geological Service (USGS) collected and analyzed soil,
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sediment, water, and fish tissue samples from the Yakima River basin as part of the
USG.S National Water Quality Assessment Program (NAWQA). Sixty-five of the ninety
pesticides analyzed for were found in samples from this subbasin {USGS, 1993).
Although the insecticide DDT has been banned for over 20 years {since 1972), high
concentrations of DDT, DDE, and DDD (dichloro-diphenyl-dichioroethane) continue to
occur in sediment and fish tissue samples (USGS, 1993). The USGS report concludes
that fish in the Yakima River basin have among the highest concentrations of Total-
DDT (T-DDT) which includes DDT, DDE and DDD, in the nation and that the Yakima
River’s 1990 level of T-DDT was 10 times higher than the chronic-toxicity criterion
for the protection of freshwater aquatic life established by USEPA. Yakama tribal
members consume both resident and anadromous fish caught from the Yakima river.

Statement of Significance of Data and Applications

Because ceremonial and subsistence fish consumption patterns are not currently
accounted for in existing water quality criteria and standards for dioxin and other toxic
pollutants in the Columbia River Basin, CRITFC and its member tribes expect federal,
state and tribal regulatory agencies to incorporate information in this survey when
developing and re-evaluating human health based water quality criteria and standards
for toxics as well as in other regulatory and policy decisions relating to risk
management, pollution prevention, remediation and environmental justice.

The consumption rates established in this report should be combined with site-specific
fish tissue monitoring data to determine actual exposure and damage to Columbia
River Basin Indians and their treaty protected resources resulting from toxic, heavy
metal and nuclear waste contamination. CRITFC and its member tribes encourage
other tribes and populations to utilize this survey’s methodology in future fish
consumption surveys.

—
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METHODOLOGY

Sample Design

Sample Frame

Survey respondents were selected from patient registration files provided by four
Indian Health Service (IHS) unit health centers located on the reservations of the
participating Tribes. These files are open-ended and used for determining an
individual’s eligibility to receive health services from the Indian Health Service Center.

Sample Size and Tribal Representation

The population sizes of each of the four Tribes at the time of the sample selection
ranged from 818 to 3872 individuals. Based in part on financial and logistical
constraints, a total sample size of 500 interviews was chosen for the survey.
Because the population sizes of the Tribes varied to such an extent, a self-weighting
sample (i.e., a sample selected in proportion to the eligible population of each Tribe)
would not have provided very useful results for the smaller reservations because of
the small number of interviews that would have occurred there. Instead, the sample
was selected so as to yield approximately equal numbers of interviews from each of
the four Tribes. Thus, approximately 125 interviews per tribe were sought. Based
on an expected overall response rate of 70 percent of individuals selected from IHS
lists, 744 total individuals were randomly selected from the 4 lists, with roughly the
same number chosen from each tribe: 182 from Yakama, 180 from Umatilla, 202
from Nez Perce', and 180 from Warm Springs.

—

Selection Procedure

Before the selection procedure occurred, the following individuals were eliminated
from the IHS clinic lists: persons who were not at least 18 years of age, persons who
were identified as not being members of the primary reservation Tribe, and persons
who were identified as not living either on or near the reservation.

Names on the lists were selected by the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) using a
systematic probability sampling method, in which a sampling interval was calculated
by dividing the total number of names on each tribes’ IHS patient registration list by
the number of names desired from that Tribe. The names of persons to be contacted

! Note that the sample size for the Nez Perce Tribe was slightly larger than those for the other tribes. This
was due to a request by the Tribe to increase the sample size by 20 persons because some difficulties were expected
in locating enough persons to be interviewed.
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were then identified by‘ the sampling interval. The starting point was chosen using a
random start method, which was a random number between 1 and the calculated
interval number. ' :

The IHS clinic lists for each Tribe were then cross-referenced with tribal enroliment
lists to ensure their accuracy. Individuals were excluded from the sample if they were
identified as deceased or unenrolled, if they had moved out of the area, or if they
could not otherwise be interviewed. These individuals were replaced by eligible
members using the same selection method as for the original names.

As tribal members were contacted to participate in the survey, it became evident that
several persons identified in the final sample set had died, had moved out of the
survey area, or could not be contacted. Several of these persons were then removed
from the sample set and replaced with the names of other tribal members using the
same selection procedure described above. In some cases, persons identified in the
sample who were eligible respondents but who had moved out of the survey area
(e.g., to Seattle) had returned to the reservation to visit and were surveyed.

Weighting Factors

Data were collected for the survey using stratified systematic sampling, with each of
the four Tribes considered an independent stratum, or subpopulation. The final results
presented in this text represent all four Tribes as a single population.

To obtain an unbiased estimate of the population mean of a set ot pooled data, it was
necessary either to utilize a self-weighting sample or to weight the collected data
according to the proportion of each subpopulation sampled. The Survey design did
not utilize a self-weighting sample because of the small number of interviews that
would have occurred on the smaller reservations. Instead the samples for each of the
four Tribes were selected to be essentially the same size. However, the population
sizes of the four Tribes at the time of the sample selection ranged from 818 to 3872
individuals. Therefore, the data were weighted before they were pooled, using
weighting factors based on the population sizes of each tribe. Since the percentage
of individuals represented in the larger Tribes is smaller than the percentage of
individuals represented in the smaller Tribes, it was necessary to give more weight to
responses from individuals in the larger Tribes (Appendices 1-2 for weighting
formulas).

Unweighted Data
The majority of the data presented in this report has been weighted to reflect the fish

consumption habits and patterns for the overall tribal population. However, data
concerning each individual Tribe (i.e., in the section concerning potential biases in the
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survey and the section concerning locations of fishing sites) were not weighted. In
addition, data provided by survey respondents concerning the fish consumption habits
and patterns of chiidren living in their households were not weighted because of the
low number of children represented in the survey.

Survey Methods
Target Population

The target population included all tribal members ages 18 and older who lived on or
near the Yakama, Warm Springs, Umatilla or Nez Perce reservations. Respondents
provided consumption information for themselves and one child five years of age or
younger residing in the respondent’s household. Respondents who consume fish are
referred to as fish consumers and respondents who do not consume fish are referred
to as non-fish-consumers.

Questionnaire Development

CRITFC and the USEPA Office of Policy, Planning and Evaluation established a
technical panel to assist in the design and implementation of the survey. The panel
consisted of representatives from CRITFC and toxicologists, epidemiologists, health
scientists, and environmental scientists from the Indian Health Service (IHS), the
Centers for Disease Control (CDC), Washington and Oregon State Health
Departments, and the Region 10 and headquarters offices of USEPA (Appendix 3).

Members of the technical panel helped determine the following: the focus of the
survey; the target population; questionnaire design and content; coordination and
survey procedure and; the allocation of tasks necessary to complete the project.
USEPA’s Office of Policy, Planning, and Evaluation (OPPE) coordinated the
development of the questionnaire. (Appendix 4 for CRTIFC and tribal coordination).

The Survey Questionnaire

The 17 page survey questionnaire (Appendix 5) included approximately 34 questions
concerning demographics, 24 hour dietary recall, seasonal, annual and daily fish
consumption rates, changes in fish consumption over the last 20 years, consumption
of fish parts, fish preparation methods, breast feeding, location of Columbia River
Basin fishing sites, sources of fish consumed and fish consumption as a result of
cultural and other special events. Survey respondents were asked questions about
their consumption of different species of fish as well as consumption of specific fish

18




parts. Respondents were also asked to provide information about consumption of fish
species and fish parts for one child five years of age or less residing in the
respondent’s household. A brief description of key questions and corresponding
questionnaire numbers follows. Similar information is provided for those questions
also pertaining to children’s consumption.

24-Hour Recall {lll-1)

The 24-hour dietary recall was asked of adult respondents for comparative analysis
with overall individual fish consumption rates.

Seasonal Consumption (lll-2,3,4,5)

To better understand seasonal variations and correlationsin consumption, respondents
were asked to estimate the two months of the year during which they consume the
most fish (i.e., when their fish consumption rate is the highest) and the two months
of the year during which they consume the "least" fish (i.e., when their fish
consumption rate is the lowest). Note that although the terms "most” and "least" do
not represent quantified amounts of fish, respondents were also asked to estimate the
average number of fish meals per week they consumed during the two months
identified as least and highest months of consumption.

Rate of Fish Consumption Throughout The Year (llI-6,7; IV-5,7 for children)

Respondents were asked about the number of fish meals they consume over the year
in general and during the seasons when they eat the most fish and the least fish. Fish
meals included breakfast, lunch, dinner and snacks.

Since the term "fish meals" did not indicate a quantified amount of fish and may
reflect different amounts in ounces depending on the respondent and on the meal,
respondents were asked to estimate the average serving size in ounces of fish eaten
during fish meals. To aid respondents in estimating amounts of fish consumed, foam
sponge food models approximating four, eight, and twelve ounce fish fillets were
provided.

Fish Species Consumed (lll-9, IV-6 for children)

Ten Columbia River Basin fish species were specifically listed in the questionnaire for
respondents to provide consumption information about. Because different fish species
may be exposed to varying levels of toxic pollution depending on their life history, the
ten species listed on the survey were separated into anadromous fish (those that are
born and reside in a river system for one to three years, migrate to the ocean and
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remain there for up to several years, then return from the ocean to the river to spawn)
and resident fish (those that remain in the river their entire lives).

The anadromous fish specified on the questionnaire were salmon/steelhead trout?,
lamprey, smelt, and shad. The resident fish specified on the questionnaire were trout,
whitefish, sturgeon®, walleye, squawfish, and sucker (Appendices 6-8 for species
names). Respondents were also asked to provide information concerning their
consumption of other fish species not identified in the questionnaire that may or may
not originate in the Columbia River Basin.

Fish species were also separated into their appropriate trophic levels. Second trophic
level fish, those that are mostly herbivorous, include shad, smelt, sturgeon, sucker,
whitefish, and small trout. The carnivorous third trophic level fish include salmon,
walleye, lamprey, squawfish, and large trout. Since trout are considered both second
and third level fish, these species have been placed in a separate category:
second/third level fish (CRITFC, 1993).

Change in Consumption Over the Last 20 Years (IlI-8)

To help characterize the historical pattern of tribal fish consumption and aid in
determining the cultural and/or environmental causes for changes in tribal fish
consumption over time, respondents 30 years old and older were asked if their or their
family’s current pattern of fish consumption differs from the pattern of consumption
they experienced 20 years ago. These questions may also aid in predicting future
increases or decreases in tribal fish consumption.

Fish Parts Consumed (lll-8, IV-6 for children)

Respondents were asked to identify the fish parts they usually consume for each
species. Fish parts listed on the survey were: fillet, skin, head, eggs, bones and other
organs. Respondents were also asked to provide the same information for one child
five years of age or younger residing in the respondent’s household.

?  Salmon and steelhead trout were listed together on the survey questionnaire rather than as separate fish
species. For the remainder of the report, references to salmon also include steelhead trout and references to trout
will be for resident trout only.

3 Although sturgeon below Bonneville Dam are considered anadromous, we have delineated this species as
resident because the majority are located above Bonneville Dam and are now considered resident fish. Also,
because the tribal commercial fishery begins above Bonneville dam, tribal members do not catch sturgeon below
Bonneville dam.
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Fish Preparation Methods (IV-1)

Because toxic chemicals may attenuate out of fish flesh when prepared by certain
methods, respondents were asked about the different methods used to prepare fish
in their homes and how often a particular method is used. The questionnaire
specifically inquired about the use and frequency of the following preparation
methods: pan frying, deep frying, poaching, boiling, baking, broiling, smoking, drying,
eating raw, roasting, and canning. Respondents also were asked to provide
information concerning how often they use each method, given the following three
choices: atleast once per week, at least once per month but less than once per week,
or less than once per month.

Breastfeeding (IV-9,10,11,12,13)

Because certain toxic contaminants can be passed to newborn infants from mother’s
breast milk, female respondents were asked whether they have given birth, and if so,
whether the child or children had been or are being breast fed. These respondents
were also asked at what age their child ceased or will cease breastfeeding.

Source of Fish Consumed (V-1,4)

To verify where respondents were obtaining the fish they consume, respondents were
asked to estimate what percent of the fish they consume is from the following
sources: self-harvest or harvest by a family member; friends who fish; tribal
ceremonies; tribal distributions; grocery stores or; "other." Respondents were asked
to identify these "other" sources. Information on sources of fish are presented as the
sum of individual responses as well as the weighted means for each source.

Fizshing Site Locations (V-2)

In order to provide a more detailed account of the origin of fish obtained by tribal
fishers, participants were asked to identify the specific locations within the Columbia
River Basin where they fish for particular species. Those participants who indicated
that they fish for themselves or the Tribe identified fishing sites on a map of the
Columbia River Basin provided by the interviewer displaying numbered sites along the
river's mainstem and tributaries (Appendix 9). Sites selected by survey respondents
do not however, include all of the tribes’ usual and accustomed fishing areas utilized
by tribal members and do not reflect any one tribe’s exclusive use of a fishing site.

Ceremonial Consumption of Fish (VI-1,2,3)
To substantiate the cultural importance and prevalence of fish to the four surveyed

tribes, respondents were asked questions about their attendance at tribal ceremonies
and their consumption of fish at these events.
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Data Collection Procedure

An incentive method was used to limit the cost and duration of the project. Due to
the large distances between residences and the frequent movement of individuals on
reservations, interviewing door-to-door was considered unduly time consuming and
expensive. Monetary incentives ($40/person) were used to encourage individuals to
come to a central location on the reservation to be surveyed. Survey participants
were notified of the time and location for interviews by letters S|gned by tribal
government officials (Appendix 10).

After the initial invitation letter was sent to tribal members, interviewers were
instructed to make at least four attempts to contact an individual by phone and finally,
to make an attempt to conduct a door-to-door interview. The survey instrument was
designed to allow interviewers up to four recorded attempts to interview an individual.
Reasons were provided by the interviewer for why an individual could not be
interviewed for each attempt made. In most cases, more than four attempts were
made to contact an individual by phone. If these attempts were unsuccessful, the
interviewer would then attempt a door-to-door interview. Of all the door-to-door
attempts made by interviewers, only one individual was contacted and interviewed by
this method. A total of 513 interviews were completed in a three week period.

Quality Assurance/Quality Control in Survey Implementation

Pretest

A survey pretest was conducted during October 1991. One Warm Springs tribal
member and one Umatilla tribal member were hired to interview approximately 10
tribal members each from their respective reservations. The interviewers were
informed as to the purpose of the survey and were instructed by phone on basic
surveying procedure and techniques. The pretest lasted approximately one week and
respondents were paid from 5 to 10 dollars for participating. The results of the pre-
test were used to determine the time required to administer the survey and to identify
potential problems with interpretation or delivery of survey questions. As a result of
the pretest, some of the questions in the survey questionnaire were modified.

Interviewer Training

Nine tribal members (three from the Nez Perce, two from the Yakama, two from the
Warm Springs, and two from the Umatilla Tribe) were hired to conduct interviews at
locations on each of the tribal reservations. Interviewers surveyed only members of
the Tribe to which the interviewer belonged.
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A three-day training session for interviewers was conducted by a representative from
CDC at CRITFC's office in Portland, Oregon in October 1991. During the training
session, interviewers were instructed in surveying procedure and techniques, including
locating interviewees, obtaining accurate data, prevention of bias in responses to
questions, use of food models to assist respondents in determining amounts of food
consumed, and quality control. In addition, the questionnaire was reviewed question-
by-question to eliminate potential misunderstanding on the part of the interviewers
and interviewees. The training included practice interviews in the presence of an
instructor.

Lastly, interviewers were directed to make the following statement of purpose to each
survey respondent before beginning the questionnaire:

We are conducting a survey to understand
fish eating patterns as well as other dietary
patterns and health-related behaviors* of
Native Americans in the Pacific Northwest.
The information given in this survey will assist
the [name of Tribe] in documenting actual
rates of dietary fish consumption, ways in
which fish meals are cooked and prepared, the
types of fish species regularly consumed, and
locations where fish are caught or obtained.

Use of Food Models

Foam sponge food models approximating four, eight, and twelve ounce fish fillets
were provided to aid respondents in estimating amounts of fish consumed.

Internal Technical Review

Final drafts of the report were submitted to several CRITFC and tribal staff for review
and comment. Each tribes’ governing body and the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish
Commission were formally briefed on the report data for final approval. All submitted
comments were addressed in subsequent edits.

Outside Technical Review

* In a separate effort to simultaneously obtain other non-dietary information from tribal respondents during the
fish consumption survey interview, a separate behavioral risk questionnaire was developed. A policy decision was
made by the Nez Perce tribe to ask these behavioral risk questions to Nez Perce tribal members participating in the
fish consumption survey. Members of the other three participating tribes did not participate in the behavioral risk
survey but were presented with the same introductory statement.
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Several drafts of the report were submitted to members of the technical panel and to
several USEPA staff for comment and review. All panel members and all USEPA staff
submitted comments either in writing or verbally to CRITFC.

Independent Peer Review

A final draft of the reportincorporated all prior solicited comments and was submitted
to an independent peer review panel (Appendix 3). The peer review panel, selected
by CRITFC, consisted of nine individuals from across the country esteemed in the
fields of epidemiology, toxicology, survey methodology and statistics.

Procedures for Protecting Confidentiality

Information revealing participant identity was removed from survey questionnaires
immediately after respondent names were verified with the master sample list. Thus,
respondents cannot be identified from the individual questionnaires. Confidentiality
agreements were signed between any contractors and CRITFC stating that none of
the information provided in the database or the survey would be revealed before
release of the final report. In addition, following completion of the report, all relevant
information was returned to CRITFC. Lastly, general information and conclusions
reached as a result of the survey were reviewed for confidentiality by the Commission
and CRITFC’s member Tribes before release to USEPA or the public.

Data Processing
Data Entry and Audit

Survey data were entered by computer into EPI Info Version 5.1, a Center for Disease
Control statistical database package used for analysis of epidemiological data.
Entered data were subsequently reviewed for missing answers or mistakes in data
entry and corrections were made from the original questionnaires.

A second complete audit of the database was conducted by a private consulting firm
with CRITFC’s approval to ensure that the final survey results would refiect the high
and low estimate ranges for the responses provided on the questionnaires. For
example, respondents often would provide a range of responses regarding their
estimated fish consumption. In these cases, the lowest number in the range was
recorded in the database, even if that number were 0.00. In addition, data were
consistently rounded down before being entered into the database. This second audit
involved a question-by-question review of each survey with necessary changes made
to the original database.
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Data Analysis

To obtain the most accurate estimated mean rate of consumption for the entire set
of respondents, the consumption rate for each respondent in grams per day was
determined from the data on serving size and weekly fish consumption collected in the
survey. For example, the fish consumption rate of an individual who consumes 2 fish
meals per week and 8 ounces per fish meal is 64.8 gpd. The calculation is as follows:

° 8 ounces x 2 meals per week® = 16 ounces per week
L 16 ounces per week/7 days per week = 2,28 ounces per day
L 2.28 ounces per day x 28.35 grams per ounce = 64.8 gpd

Once the consumption rate for each respondent was calculated in grams per day
(gpd), the average and distribution of these individual rates were calculated. Thus,
the mean rate of consumption for adults throughout the year was calculated using this
method, with the mean reported in gpd. The reported mean consumption rate
estimate also includes those respondents that were not fish consumers and thus
represents the estimated consumption rate of the entire tribal population sampled.

Responses to questions concerning the number of fish meals consumed by adults
each month and the number of ounces consumed by adults at each meal were
analyzed to determine if a correlation existed between these parameters, but no
significant correlation was found. The remainder of this document will present the
appropriate results in terms of the number of grams consumed per day (gpd). The
mathematical conversion from ounces to grams resulted, in some cases, precision in
the data to the 100th decimal point. In those cases, all data were rounded to the
nearest tenth.

EPt was used to calculate weighted frequencies and proportions. Programs for
calculating weighted means also were developed using EPI and results were verified
using the automatic weighted mean option in SAS Version 6, produced by the SAS
Institute. Some Chi-square analyses were performed using Lotus 1-2-3.

Statistical Tests
Analysis of the fish consumption rates indicated that the data were not normally or

log-normally distributed, nor were any other standard data transforms likely to yield
a normal distribution. The untransformed data and log-transformed data were tested

In cases where the response was given as meals/month, the calculation was as follows:
ounces x meals/month = ounces per month

ounces per month/30.4 days per month = ounces per day

ounces per day x 28.35 grams/ounce = grams per day
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for normality using SAS’ PROC UNIVARIATE option, which produces a test statistic
for the null hypothesis that the input data values are a random sample from a normal
distribution. If the sample size is less than 2000, the Shapiro-Wilk-statistic, W, is
computed. The W statistic is the ratio of the best estimator of the variance (based
on the square of a linear combination of the order statistics) to the usual corrected
sum of squares estimator of the variance. W must be greater than zero and less than
or equal to one, with small values of W leading to rejection of the null hypothesis.
The Shapiro-Wilk statistic is very sensitive to any deviations from normality, and the
test showed that the data was not normally distributed.

Outliers

Outliers, those data points that seemed unreasonably high due to discontinuity in
distribution, were identified in responses to some survey questions. A total of five
outliers were identified and these data points were ignored in all calculations. Of the
five data outliers, one was for a child’s estimated number of meals per week, two
were adult mens’ estimated meals per week and two were adult womens’ estimated
meals per week, including one woman who breastfed her child.

Individual Response Rate Calculations

Since some survey respondents opted to not answer certain questions, a response
rate is provided in most tables representing summary results for each question. The
response rate was calculated by dividing the number of responses by the total number
of persons who should have answered the question. For example, the response rate
for the question concerning women who have given birth is 98.9 percent because 285
females were surveyed and only 282 of these women answered this question. The
response rate for questions is referred to in the report as RR. In those instances when
outliers were identified and ignored in the final data calculations, the response rate
was also modified to exclude those responses. Thus, the response rates provided in
the report that omit outliers are referred in the report as RR".
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SURVEY RESULTS

Completed Surveys

An overall response rate (RR) of 69.0 percent of the sample was obtained and
included 126 completed interviews from the Warm Springs Tribe (RR = 70.0%), 123
completed interviews from the Yakama Tribe (RR = 67.6%), 133 completed
interviews from the Nez Perce Tribe (RR = 65.8%), and 131 completed interviews
from the Umatilla Tribe (RR = 72.8%).

Approximately 43 percent of non-responses in the sample represent those individuals
who could not be contacted by phone or other means or who had moved out of the
survey area. For 25.2 percent of the non-surveyed group, interviewers provided no
reason for lack of a tribal member’s participation (Table 1).

Demographic Information
Location of Respondents

The Yakama, Nez Perce, Umatilla and Warm Springs reservations cover approximately
4445 square miles. Four hundred fifty-two respondents (88.1%) lived on one of these
four reservations and 61 (11.9%) respondents lived off reservation (RR = 100%).
Individuals close to the interview site were more likely to be surveyed than those
further away (P <0.001). Of the individuals living within 10 miles of the interview site,
74% were surveyed and 26% were not surveyed. The percent surveyed dropped off
with increasing distance such that 67 % of individuals between 31 and 70 miles of the
survey site were surveyed (Table 2)(Appendix 12 for information on each tribe). Nine
of-the 14 individuals living beyond 70 miles from the interview site were surveyed.

Sex of Respondents

More females (567.9%) participated in the survey than males (42.1%) (RR = 100%).
A significant difference exists between the number of males and females who were
surveyed and those who were identified in the original sample but were not surveyed
(p < 0.05) (Table 3).

Age of Respondents

The majority of survey respondents (58.7%) were between the ages of 18-39 years;
31.4 percent were between the ages of 40-59 years; and 9.9 percent were at least

27

J S T I I

|

§

P

PN O

i 4

&




&L
(3))

_ 4

&lghted%

ents (w
8
|

V7
7

pond

-
|

Percent of Res
)
|

o
| -

Figure 1 Age Groups of Adult Respondents

60 years old. The mean age of respondents was 38.9 (0.64 SE®) years (Table 4,
Figure 1).

Rates of Adult Fish Consumption

Adult tribal members consumed an average of 1.71 (0.11 SE) fish meals per week
throughout the entire year (RR = 97.5%) (Table 5). Approximately 75 percent of
respondents indicated that they eat up to 8 ounces of fish per fish meal (Table 6).
Approximately 17 percent of respondents eat 12 ounces at each serving, and 1.1
percent of respondents eat as much as 20 to 24 ounces. The mean of individual
estimates of an average serving of fish is 7.83 (0.16 SE) ounces.

¢  SE = the standard error of the mean
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The average rate of consumption by all surveyed adults throughout the year for all
species from all sources was determined to be 58.7 (3.64 SE) gpd. The 90th
percentile of consumption was between 97.2 and 130 gpd, the 95th-percentile was
at approximately 170 gpd, and the 99th percentile was 389 gpd (Figure 2, Table 7)
(RR = 97.5%). These data include both fish consumers and non-fish-consumers.
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Figure 2 Grams per Day of Fish Consumed by All Adult Respondents

Fish-Consumers Only

Seven percent of respondents indicated that they were not fish consumers. Excluding
these individuals, surveyed individuals composed solely of fish consumers consumed
an average of 1.85 (0.11 SE) fish meals/week (Table 8) and 8.42 (0.13 SE)
ounces/meal (Table 9). The mean rate of fish consumption for fish consumers only
was 63.2 (3.84 SE) gpd (Table 10) (RR = 97.3).
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Fishers

Almost half (48.7%) of the tribal members surveyed caught fish for personal
consumption or for use by their Tribe (RR = 99.4%). Fish consumption rates for non-
fishers and individuals who fish for themselves or for their Tribe are similar. However,
the distributions, which are not normal, are significantly different (p = .0001)
(Appendix 13). The variances of the means differ in three ways: 14 percent of non-
fishers are also non-fish eaters while only 3 percent of fishers are non-fish eaters;
fishers representing the high end of the consumption range tend to eat more gpd than
non-fishers; and fishers representing the low end of the consumption range (above 0.0
gpd) tend to eat less gpd than non-fishers.

Rates of Consumption for Demographic Categories

Male tribal members consumed significantly more fish than female tribal members with
males averaging approximately 63 gpd and females averaging approximately 56 gpd
{(p = 0.0005) (Table 11). Although the differences are not significant (p > 0.05), it
is interesting to note that respondents ages 60 years and older consumed an average
of 74.4 gpd of fish which is more than the average rate for persons age 18-39 years
or persons age 40-59 years (Table 11a) and individuals living on-reservation
consumed, on average, more grams of fish per day than those living off-reservation
(Table 11b).

Seasonal Rate of Fish Consumption

Almost 42 percent of respondents indicated that most fish was consumed during the
months of April through July (Figure 3, Table 12) (RR = 100%). Approximately 18
percent of the total number of respondents stated that they eat the same amount of
fish each month of the year; 7.0 percent said they do not eat fish at all and; about 0.6
percent do not know in which months they consumed the most fish.

For all months identified as high fish consumption months by the entire population
sampled (i.e., fish consumers and non-fish consumers combined) respondents
consumed an average of 87.9 (4.80 SE) gpd of fish (Table 13) (RR= 99%). For
approximately 26 percent of respondents, the two months of highest fish
consumption were either May and June, June and July, or July and August. For the
months of May and June, the two most frequently chosen high fish consumption
months, survey respondents consumed an average of 2.93 (0.18 SE) meals/week or
108 (7.63 SE) gpd (Appendix 14) (RR = 99.6%).

When asked about the months of lowest fish consumption, 56.7 percent of

respondents indicated that they eat the least fish during the months of November
through February (Figure 4, Table 14) (RR = 96.9%). Approximately 28 percent of
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Figure 3 Months of High Fish Consumption

respondents estimated either January and February, January and November, or
November and December as their two months of least fish consumption. Overall, the
two most frequently estimated months of low consumption were December and
January. In addition, 3.38 percent of the respondents indicated that fish consumption
is equally low for all months except those during which they eat the most fish.

For all months identified as low fish consumption months by the entire population
sampled, respondents consumed an average of 26.4 (1.39 SE) gpd (Table 13) (RR =
94.3%). In January and December, the two most frequently chosen months of low
fish consumption, survey respondents consumed 0.86 (0.06 SE) meals/week or 30.7
(2.19 SE) gpd (Appendix 15) (RR = 97.6%).

Overall, the mean rate of consumption in high months (April-July) is over three times
higher than the mean rate of consumption in low months (November-February) and
the mean rate of consumption in May and June is over three times higher than the
mean rate of consumption in December and January.
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Figure 4 Months of Low Fish Consumption

Dietary Recall

Approximately 19 percent or 1 out of every 5 respondents, indicated that they had
eaten fish within the 24 hours preceding the survey interview; 81.3 percent of
respondents had not consumed fish during this period (RR = 100%). The overall rate
of consumption reported by respondents who had consumed fish in the 24 hours
preceding the survey was compared to the overall rate of consumption reported by
respondents who had not consumed fish during that period (Appendix 16) (RR" =
97.5%). Individuals who ate fish during that time period estimated significantly higher
overall consumption rates (61.8 gpd)(6.03 SE) than those who did not eat fish during
that period (57.9 gpd) (4.28 SE) (p = .0013).

Women Who Have Nursed or Currently Are Nursing Their Children

Of the 88 percent of women respondents who had given birth (RR = 38.9%),
approximately 42 percent indicated that they currently are breast feeding or have
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breast fed their children (Appendix 17) (RR = 98.8%). These women consumed an
average of 1.75 (SE 0.17) fish meals per week (Table 15) (RR" = 98.1%). Nursing
mothers or mothers who have nursed ate an average of 59.1 (6.42 SE) grams of fish
per day (Table 16). Therefore, on average, women who breast feed or had breastfed
consumed nearly the same amount of fish as the tribal population in general.

The average rate of fish consumption for all women except those who are or have
breastfed is 54.0 (6.60 SE) gpd and the average rate of fish consumption for women
who have given birth but never breastfed is 57.1 (7.90 SE) gpd (Appendix 17). There
is no significant difference between either of these rates and the average rate of fish
consumption for women who are or have breastfed (for the first comparison,

p >0.05; for the second comparison, p > 0.05).

Consumption of Different Species by Adults

Salmon was consumed by the largest number of respondents (92%) (RR = 100%),
followed by trout (70%) (RR = 100%), lamprey (54%) (RR = 100%) and smelt
(52%) (RR = 99.2%) (Figures 5-6, Table 17). Some respondents also provided
information concerning other fish species they consume, including bass, black cod,
catfish, chiselmouth, crappie, halibut, Alaskan cod, blue gill, and red snapper.

The average rate of consumption of anadromous species for only those respondents
who consume fish was 28.8 (1.45 SE) gpd and the average consumption rate of
resident species was 10 (0.77 SE) gpd (Figures 7-8, Table 18). Table 19 illustrates
overall consumption of individual fish species by both fish consumers and non-fish-
consumers. These rates were determined by combining the average consumption rate
for each individual who consumes a particular species with the average serving size
in ounces for that individual and then calculating the mean of the individual
coAsumption rates. Overall, all four Tribes consumed significantly more gpd of
anadromous fish than resident fish (p < 0.05).

Data concerning frequency of overall (fish consumers and non-fish consumers)
consumption are generally consistent with data concerning the rates of consumption
of each species: 92.4 percent of tribal members consumed salmon, and these
individuals ate on average 23.7 (1.16 SE) gpd. Approximately 70 percent of the tribal
population consumed trout, and these individuals ate on average 6.62 (0.57 SE) gpd.
Although only 22.8 percent of the tribal population consumed whitefish, these
individuals ate on average 1.93 (0.36 SE) gpd (Tables 17, 19, Figures 7-8).
Overall, in order of the species listed in Table 19, more salmon is consumed than trout
or any other species (p < 0.00017); more trout is consumed than lamprey or any other
species listed after it (p < 0.0001); more whitefish is consumed than sturgeon or any
other species listed after it (p < 0.05); and more sturgeon is consumed than walleye
or any other species listed after it (p < 0.0001).
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Figure 5 Anadromous Fish Species Consumed by Adults

—

Consumption by Fish Trophic Level

In terms of consumption of fish by trophic level, tribal members consumed an average
of 5.31 (0.54 SE) gpd of second level fish {shad, smelt, sturgeon, sucker, whitefish
and small trout), 6.62 (0.57 SE) gpd of trout, and 26.6 (1.32 SE) gpd of third level
fish (salmon, walleye, lamprey, squawfish and large trout). Overall, tribal members
consumed significantly more third-level fish than either trout (p < 0.05) or second-
level fish (p < 0.05), but there is no significant difference in the rates of consumption
of trout and second level fish (p > 0.20}).
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Consumption of Specific Parts by Adults

Respondents indicated that the following fish parts were consumed: fillet, skin, head,
eggs, bones, and other organs.

Overall, fillet and skin were the two most consumed fish parts for all ten species listed
on the questionnaire with the fillet being the number one consumed fish part for all
species except lamprey and smelt (Table 20). For lamprey and smelt, the skin was
the most consumed fish part. In addition, more than 40 percent of respondents
indicated that they consumed salmon head and/or eggs; 37.4 percent of respondents
consumed smelt heads; 46.4 percent of respondents consumed smelt eggs; 27.9
percent of respondents consumed smelt organs and; approximately 12% consumed
sturgeon eggs (Appendix 18 for Chi-square test comparisons).
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Figure 9 Aduit Consumption of Anadromous Fish Parts

Respondents Whose Fish Consumption Has Changed Over the Last 20 Years

Approximately 70 percent of respondents who were older than 30 years believed they
and/or their families currently consume a different amount of fish than they did 20
years ago (RR = 99.4%).

Type of Change

Of the 70 percent who indicated a change, 26.2 percent indicated an increase in fish
consumption; 68.5 percentindicated a decrease in fish consumption; and 5.4 percent
said they eat different species of fish now, but have not changed their overall fish
consumption level. Some respondents indicated both a change in the level of their
personal fish consumption and a change in the types of fish they eat. Data for these
individuals were included in the above percentages reflecting increases or decreases
in consumption (Figure 11). Overall, 4.2 percent of respondents said they now
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consume more and different types of fish, and 0.6 percent indicated they now
consume less and different types of fish.

Quantifiable Change

For the 26.2 percent who indicated that they or their families eat more fish now than
20 years ago, the average increase in the number of fish meals consumed is 2.41
(0.37 SE) meals per week (Appendix 19) (RR = 100%). For the 68.5 percent who
eat less fish per week now than 20 years ago, the average decrease in the number of
fish meals consumed is 2.83 (0.28 SE) meals per week (Appendix 19) (RR = 100%).
The change in the number of grams consumed per day over the last 20 years could
not be calculated because the respondents only provided data concerning the current
number of ounces consumed per fish meal by themselves, not their families.
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Children

Information on fish consumption was obtained for 204 children; 45.8 percent of these
children were male (RR = 98.5%).

Age When Children Begin Eating Fish

The average age when children began eating meals that include fish was 13.1 (0.71
SE) months (Table 21). In addition, approximately 71 percent of these children
started eating fish by the end of their first year. Approximately 26 percent of children
started eating fish by the age of 6 months. However, the average age of infants
when mothers ceased breast feeding was 7.64 (0.62 SE) months (Appendix 20).
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Children’s Consumption Rates

Approximately 83 percent of the 204 tribal children five years of age or younger about
whom information was given ate fish. Children who consumed fish ate an average
of 1.17 (0.11 SE) fish meals per week (Table 22), and 3.36 (0.18 SE) ounces per
meal (Table 23). The average rate of fish consumption for these children is 19.6
(1.94 SE) gpd (Table 24) (RR = 95.1%).

Consumption of Different Species by Children

Respondents indicated that children, like adults, consumed more salmon and trout
than any other species (Figures 14-15, Table 25). Frequency of consumption of the
other eight species also closely follows the pattern of consumption among adults.

Children described by survey respondents tended to have higher rates of consumption
of salmon (19.0 (1.47 SE) gpd) than any other fish species (Table 26, Figures 12-13).
The large standard error of the mean consumption rate for whitefish reflects the fact
that one respondent indicated that his/her child consumes 60 meals of whitefish per
month; all other respondents who answered this question estimated 2 meals per
month or less. Although 60 meals per month could be considered an unreasonable
response when compared to other responses to this question, it is equivalentto 15
meals per week, which was not determined to be an unreasonable response when
calculating the rate of children’s fish consumption throughout the year. Some
respondents also indicated that their children consumed other fish species, including
bass, black cod, catfish, crappie, and blue gill.

Consumption of Specific Parts by Children

-—

As in the case of adults, fillet and skin are consumed the most frequently by children.
Respondents indicated that their children consumed fillet more frequently than any
other fish part for all ten species (Figures 16-17, Table 27). Skin was the second
most frequently consumed fish part for all ten species, with the skin of lamprey and
smelt consumed the most.
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Fish Preparation Methods

Of all surveyed respondents, 70.3 percent indicated that they regularly prepare the
meals in their households (RR = 100%). The largest number of respondents (98.3%)
indicated that they bake their fish, and the second largest number of respondents
(79.5%) pan fry their fish (Figure 18, Table 28). These two methods were compared,
and the frequencies of use were found to be significantly different (p < 0.005).

Baking, the method used by the largest percent of respondents, was used the most
often, with 34.6 percent of respondents using this method at least once per week and
81.1 percent of respondents baking their fish at least once per month (Table 29).
Approximately 75 percent of respondents indicated that they can their fish, and 64.9
percent of these persons do so at least once a month. Although only 39.3 percent
of respondents broil their fish, 68.2 percent of these persons use this method at least
once per month. [n addition, the methods of smoking or roasting fish are used by
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Figure 14 Anadromous Fish Species Consumed by Children

66.2 percent and 71.3 percent of respondents respectively, but only 41.0 percent of
persons who roast their fish do so at least once per month and only 46.4 percent of
individuals who smoke their fish do so at least once per month. Only 3.2 percent of
respondents eat their fish raw, but 34.4 percent of these individuals do so at least
once a month.

The Chi-square statistical test was used to compare the weighted frequencies of
positive and negative responses to questions concerning the use of each preparation
method. Each method was compared to the next most frequently used method
(Appendix 21).

Origin of Fish Consumed
Overall, respondents obtained 87.6 (1.1 SE) percent of fish from the following

sources combined: self-harvesting, harvesting by family members, friends,
ceremonies, and tribal distributions. Survey respondents obtained the most fish on
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Figure 15 Resident Fish Species Consumed by Children

average through harvesting by themselves or their families (Appendix 22), and
approximately 55 percent of surveyed individuals stated that at least 50 percent of
the fish they eat is obtained from these sources (Figure 30). Thus, approximately 88
percent of the fish that tribal members consume originates from the Columbia River
system.

In addition, 17.4 percent of tribal members obtain 50 percent or more of their fish
from tribal distribution, 8.3 percent obtain a major portion of fish from ceremonies,
and 11.2 percent from friends who fish. Approximately 7 percent of respondents
obtain 50 percent or more of their fish from grocery stores and 2.9 percent from other
sources, including restaurants, warehouses, or purchases from tribal fishers (Appendix
22). These fish may or may not have been harvested from the Columbia River basin.
Appendix 22 provides information concerning other sources of fish indicated by
survey respondents.
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Figure 16 Children’s Consumption of Anadromous Fish Parts

Fish Harvesting

Approximately 49 percent of respondents indicated that they harvest fish for personal
or tribal consumption (RR = 99.4%). More than 57 percent of these persons travel
more than 75 miles to harvest fish (Appendix 23).

Fishing sites used by the Tribes are located throughout the basin (Appendix 24). All
sites displayed on the map of the river system (Appendix 9) were chosen at least
once. In most cases, however, two or three sites were used by a majority of tribal
members for obtaining either anadromous or resident fish. :

For example, for catching resident species, 55.7 percent of Nez Perce respondents
fish at the South, Middle and North forks of the Clearwater River (Figure 20); 98.4
percent of Warm Springs respondents fish the Deschutes River (Figure 22); 44.2
percent of Yakama respondents fish along the Columbia River mainstem between
McNary Dam and the confluence with the Sandy River, while 25.2 percent fish the
Klickitat River, and 22.8 percent fish the Yakima River (Figure 24); and finally, 66.1
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Figure 17 Children’s Consumption of Resident Fish Parts

percent of the Umatilla respondents fish the Umatilla River (Figure 26).

For catching anadromous fish, 46 percent of Nez Perce respondents fish the
Clearwater River and 24 percent fish the Saimon River Mainstem, Middle and South
forks (Figure 19); 75.2 percent of Warm Springs respondents fish the Deschutes River
(Figure 21); and 53.3 percent of Yakama respondents fish along the Columbia River
mainstem from Chief Joseph’s Dam to the Sandy River confluence (Figure 23); and
43.6 percent of Umatilla respondents fish the Umatilla River and 21.8 percent fish
along the Columbia River mainstem between Priest Rapids Dam and the Sandy River
confluence (Figure 25).
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Cgremonial Consumption of Fish
Frequency of Ceremony Attendance

The survey data indicates that 93.3 percent of tribal members from the four Tribes
have attended ceremonies or traditional events (Appendix 25). In addition, 52.4
percent of tribal members attend ceremonies at least one to three times per month,
and approximately 15.3 percent of individuals attend ceremonies or events at least
four to six times per month.

Frequency of Fish Consumption at Ceremonies
Of the 93.3 percent who do attend ceremonies, 72.6 percent of respondents eat fish

at nearly every ceremony they attend and 83.7 percent of respondents eat fish during
at least half of the ceremonies they attend (Figure 27) (RR = 100%).
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Amount of Fish Consumption During Tribal Ceremonies

The majority of respondents (59.8 %) indicated that they eat approximately one to two
6-ounce servings at each ceremony Approximately 40.2 percent of respondents
typically eat more than this amount during tribal ceremonies (Figure 28) (RR =
100%).

Finally, data concerning the amount of fish consumed at ceremonies based on the
frequency of attendance at ceremonies indicated a relationship between frequency of
ceremony attendance and fish consumption at ceremonies such that the more
frequently an individual attended ceremonies, the more likely he/she was to consume
fish at those ceremonies.
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DISCUSSION

Comparisons With the Estimated National Fish Consumption Rate for the U.S.
Population

Numerous national and state surveys have been conducted over the past three
decades to determine the fish consumption rates of the U.S. population and various
subpopulations. However, none of these surveys have comprehensively studied the
ceremonial and subsistence consumption habits of Columbia River Basin Indians.

In developing their Ambient Water Quality Criteria (AWQC) for various chemicals,
USEPA estimates national per capita fish consumption at 6.5 gpd (USEPA, 1980).
This value was derived from data obtained from the National Purchase Diary Survey
conducted in 1973-1974 (SRI, 1980) and includes all commercially-harvested and
recreationally-caught freshwater and estuarine fish and shellfish. According to results
from CRITFC’s survey, the average fish consumption rate of Umatilla, Yakama, Nez
Perce, and Warm Springs tribal members is approximately nine times greater than the
avcrage consumption rate estimated for the general U.S. population.

The rates of tribal members’ consumption across gender, age groups, persons who
live on- vs. off-reservation, fish consumers only, seasons, nursing mothers, fishers,
and non-fishers range from 6 to 11 times higher than the national estimate used by
USEPA. The consistency of these results suggest that USEPA’'s AWQC and state
adopted water quality standards for the Columbia River basin based on a consumption
rate of 6.5 gpd may not be sufficient to protect the health of Native Americans living
and consuming fish caught in the area (Figure 29 for some comparisons).
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Comparison of Rates from Other Surveys

Although results from other surveys vary considerably, estimates of fish consumption
rates provided by these surveys are consistently lower than estimates determined by
the Columbia River Basin Fish Consumption Survey (CRBFCS), even those reporting
estimates for tribal populations. ‘

As detailed in the results section, tribal members represented by the CRBFCS
consumed an average of 58.7 (3.64 SE) gpd of fish, and the top five percent

‘consumers consumed more than 170 gpd. Because a qualitative comparison of other

surveys reveals some interesting differences, a brief overview of fish consumption
estimates from other selected national, state and local consumption surveys is
provided in the following chart:
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Chart 1: Fish Consumption Estimates Presented in Other Surveys

Survey with Reference

Estimate of fish consumption rate

Description

National Purchase Diary 14.3 gpd National estimates for consumption
of all sources of fish.
SRI (1980)
U.S. Dept. of Agricuiture 12 gpd Mean estimate for women ages 19-
50 years old
U.S. Dept. of Agriculture (1986) .
5 gpd Mean for children ages 1-5 years

old.

Northwest Pulp and Paper Association

Beak Consultants (1989)

7.91 gpd (1982)
14.59 gpd (1987)

Estimated consumption rates of
Columbia River basin sport fishers
with families. Includes consumption
of all species caught, based on
fishery landings and popuiation
census data.

20.41 gpd (1982)
36.48 gpd (1987

Estimated consumption rate for
Columbia River basin sport fishers
only. Includes consumption of all
species caught.

.13 gpd (1982)
1.05 gpd (1988)

Estimated consumption rates for
general population for fish caught in
lower Columbia River Basin.
Excludes sport fishermen and Native
Americans.

5.6 gpd (1982)
16.37 gpd (1988)

Estimated consumption rate of
Native Americans (Warm Springs,
Yakama, Nez Perce, Umatilla tribes)
based on retained landings and
tribal population.

Michigan Sport Anglers Survey 24.3 gpd Native American anglers in survey
area.
(West, P,, et al., 1989)
23.1 gpd Native Americans age 60 and older.
Penobscot River Users Survey 11 gpd 50th percentile
Maine Dept. of Natural Resources 48 gpd 90th percentile
(1991)
Survey of Maine Anglers 5.0 gpd All Maine anglers
ChemRisk (1991) 6.4 gpd Maine fish consuming anglers
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Adult Rates of Fish Consumption

CRITFC and the tribes have reported a mean consumption rate of 58.7 gpd which
includes all respondents (fish consumers as well as non-fish-consumers) so that the
mean rate would be most representative of the entire tribal population. However, it
is important to note that for assessing human health damage from ingestion of
contaminated fish, it may be more accurate to use estimates based on fish consumers
only such that the population most affected will be adequately accounted for. The rate
of consumption for fish consumers only was 63.2 gpd.

Children

Although further studies are needed to determine actual fish consumption rates of
children, the survey data suggest that similarities exist between fish species and parts
consumed by children living in the households of respondents and the respondents
themselves. Adults indicated that children also consumed salmon and trout most
frequently. Also like adults, children cornsumed the fillet and skin of all ten species
more frequently than other fish parts. These similarities make sense since families
who eat together tend to consume the same foods in general. In addition, the data
show that children about whom information was given consumed approximately 3
times more fish than the average rate estimated for the general U.S. population.
Although young children consumed less total amount of fish per day than adults, the
data indicates that children’s average consumption per body weight would actually
exceed that of adults.

Sources of Fish

As Columbia River subsistence fishers, tribal members obtain on average
approximately 88 percent of their fish from harvesting by themselves or their families,
friends, ceremonies, or tribal distributions.

Almost half (48.7%) of survey respondents indicated that they fish for personal
consumption or for use by their Tribe. However, approximately 77 percent of
respondents stated that on average 41.3 (1.59 SE) percent of the fish they consume
is obtained through fish-harvesting by themselves or their family members. Thus, fish-
harvesting by both survey respondents and their family members appear to be major
sources of fish.

Ceremonial Use of Fish
Cultural events, such as tribal ceremonies, are an integral part of tribal culture, and
could influence the rate of fish consumption by Native Americans in the Columbia

River basin. As survey data show, 93.3 percent of tribal members have attended
ceremonies or traditional events and over half of these people attend ceremonies at
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least 1-3 times per month. Tribal distributions of fish (e.g., at feasts and celebrations)
and ceremonies are important sources of fish. Respondents indicated that they obtain
on average 23.2 (1.15 SE) percent of fish from tribal distributions and*11 .3 (0.08 SE)
percent from ceremonies. In general, there appears to be a positive relationship
between attendance at ceremonies and fish consumption: the more often a person
attends ceremonies, the more likely he/she is to consume fish at those ceremonies.
In addition, almost 60 percent of persons who attend ceremonies eat at least 6to12
ounces of fish at the events, and about 9 percent consumed more than 36 ounces of
fish at the events.

Although tribal meetings and ceremonies often occur on a weekly basis for events
surrounding funerals, memorials, name-givings and medicine dances, specific tribal
feasts and celebrations occur on an annual basis, as detailed in the following chart

(1992 Annual Report, CRITFC).

Chart 2: Tribal Celebrations
Date Celebration/Feast Tribe
Feb. elincoln’s Day Pow-wow Warm Springs
e All-Indian Men’s & Women's Basketball Tourney Nez Perce
®Washington Birthday Pow-wow Yakama
Mar. ®E-peh-tes Pow-wow Nez Perce
®Speelyi-Mi Annual Indian Trade Fair Yakama
e All Indian Invitational Basketball Tournament Yakama
Mar./Apr. ®Root and Salmon Feasts Yakams
Apr. oWyam Pow-wow Yakama
®Rock Creek Longhouse Pow-wow Yakama
Apr./May ®Root Feast Warm Springs; Nez Perce; Umatilla
May ®Mat’Alyma Pow-wow & Root Feast Nez Perce
eNational Indian Day Nez Perce
®Satus Longhouse Pow-wow Yakama
Jun. ®Pi-Ume-Sha Treaty Days Warm Springs
®Chief Joseph Memorial Nez Perce
. eFathers’ Day Fish Derby Umatilla
®Treaty Days-Tiinowit International Pow-wow Yakama
® Annual Treaty Day All-Indien Rodeo Yakama
e Annual Treaty Day All-Indian Golf Tournament Yakama
® Annual Yakama Indian Encampment Yakama
®Treaty Day Commemoration Pow-Wow Yakame
e Eagle Spirit Father's Day Celebration Warm Springs
Jun./Jul, ¢ Talmaks Camp Meeting Nez Perce
Jul. ePow-wow, Rodeo, Pioneer Fair/indian Village Yakama
Aug. ®Huckleberry Feast Warm Springe; Yakama
®Nez Perce War Memorial (Big Hole) Nez Perce
o Chief Looking Glass Pow-wow Nez Perce
Sep. e®Pendleton Round-Up & Rodeo Umatilla
®National indian Days Celebration Yakama
Oct. ®Nez Perce War Memorial & Four Nations Pow-wow Nez Perce
oKah-Hilt-Pah Pow-wow Yakama
®Mid-Columbia River Pow-wow Yakama
Nov. ®Veterans’ Day Pow-wow Umatilla; Warm Springs; Yakama
®Thanksgiving Pow-wow Warm Springs
Dec. ®Christmas Pow-wow/Celebration Umatilla; Yakama
#Simnasho Traditional Pow-wow Warm Springs
e All-indian Holiday Basketball Tournament Warm Springs
®New Year's Pow-wow Warm Springs
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As can be seen in the above chart, major annual tribal ceremonies occur during 11
months of the year, and several ceremonies occur each month. Approximately 58%
of the ceremonies listed above occur during the period extending from April through
September, which are the most frequently chosen months of high fish consumption
by surveyed respondents. Approximately 28 to 33 percent of major celebrations
occur in May and June, the two months of highest fish consumption, while 11
percent occur in January and December, the two months of least fish consumption.
These results combined with data concerning the frequency and amount of fish eaten
at ceremonies reinforce the theory that ceremonies play an important role in Native
American fish consumption. ‘

Seasonal Fish ansumption

Pacific salmon and steelhead migrate to and spawn in gravel beds in the tributaries
of the Columbia River. The young fish that are born generally migrate to the ocean
after spending a 1-3 years in the freshwater. After 1 or more years, depending on the
species and stock, the fish return to the river system to spawn. The following chart
illustrates the months during which Oregon and Washington State salmon and
steelhead migrate from the ocean to the Columbia River system to spawn (Oregon
Dept. of Fish & Wildlife, Washington Dept. of Fisheries, August 1993).

Chart 3: Salmon and Steelhead Seasonal Migrations

Species Return to River System
Spring chinook salmon Mar-May
Summer chinook salmon Jun-Jul
Fall chinook salmon Aug-Sep

—  Sockeye salmon Mar-Jul
Coho salmon Aug-Nov
Chum salmon Sep-Mar
Pink salmon Aug-Sep
Winter steelhead Nov-Apr
Summer steelhead Mar-Oct

Overall, salmon and steelhead migrations mostly occur during the months of March
through October. These migration months coincide with months of high fish
consumption as reported by survey respondents. In addition, the majority of annual
tribal ceremonies occur during these months.
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Historical Changes in Fish Consumption

Decrease in Fish Consumption

Respondents who indicated that their own and/or their family’s fish consumption has
changed over the last 20 years were also asked about the reason for this change.
While the answers to this question varied, some consistency was apparent. For
example, more than half (61 %) of the 69 percent who eat less fish indicated that they
eat less fish now because there are fewer fish in the Columbia River Basin, fishing
seasons are more restricted than before, they are catching fewer fish than they did
in previous years, Tribes are distributing less, or fish are "not available".
Approximately 36 percent of individuals who eat less fish now indicated reasons
related to changes in taste, family size, or their access to fish sources (e.g., fishing
sites, distributions, family members who fish). The remaining 3 percent did not
indicate a reason for their change in consumption.

Increase in Fish Consumption

On the other hand, approximately 26 percent of individuals indicated an increase in
fish consumption over the past 20 years. Approximately 82 percent of these people
indicated that they eat more fish now for dietary reasons, because he/she or family
members have developed a taste for fish, their family size has increased, or he/she or
a family member fishes more now. Eleven percent of respondents indicated that they
consume more fish now because more fish is available. However, in some cases, it
is unclear whether the increase in availability is due to an increase in the person’s
accessibility to the source of fish {(e.g., change in fishing habits, or in closer proximity
to streams or tribal distributions) or whether there exists a quantitative increase in the
amount of fish available from the source. The remaining 7 percent did not indicate
a reason for change.

Loss of Columbia River Basin Fish Runs

Fish count and harvest data collected in the basin support reasons for decreased
consumption that relate to overall decreases in fish harvests and availability of fish.
These data also contradict statements of increased consumption that relate to an
increase in the amount of fish available in the basin. However, it is possible that
certain sites currently have more fish available due to introduction of hatchery-raised
fish. In-river run size of Columbia basin salmonid stocks, estimated by the Northwest
Power Planning Council (NWPPC, 1985) to have been 10 million to 16 million adult
fish before 1850, has declined to about 1.2 million adult fish in 1992 (Palmisano et
al., 1993).

In general, as fish populations have been decreasing, ceremonial and subsistence

catches have been sharply curtailed. The number of upriver (above Bonneville Dam)
spring chinook entering the Columbia has dropped from over 130,000 in 1960 to
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approximately 110,000 in 1890 and Indian harvest has dropped from over 60,000
fish in 1960 to only 6,900 in 1990. Summer chinook numbers in the Columbia River
have fallen from approximately 140,000 fish in 1960 to 28,000 in 1990 with Indian
harvest declining from over 55,000 fish in 1960 to less than 100 in 1990. Finally,
sockeye salmon numbers have decreased from 180,000 fish in 1960 to approximately
50,000 in 1990 and Indian harvest for sockeye has dropped from 120,000 in 1960
to only 2400 fish in 1990 (Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wildlife and ‘Washington Dept.
of Fisheries, 1991).

Since the start of this project in 1990, four stocks of salmon have been listed under
the Endangered Species Act. Consequently, tribal harvest has been greatly reduced
because of low returns of fish to the Columbia River Basin. In order to meet
escapement goals for individual species of salmon, tribes have continued to curtail
their harvest while efforts to increase fish runs through mitigation and fish production
continue. Should such efforts succeed, it is likely that consumption of fish by tribal
members will approach that of historical times and will thus be higher than it is today.
Indeed, data from CRITFC’s fish consumption survey illustrate that a significant
portion of tribal members consume less fish today than they did twenty years ago
mainly because fewer fish exist in the river system.
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LIMITATIONS

Uncertainty

Although problems with data accuracy and bias appear to be minimal, there are some
issues relating to the methodology and responses received that could potentially
create a bias in the overall consumption data. However, any potential bias could, in
actuality, bias the data in either direction such that estimated consumption rates of
tribal members could be increased or decreased if critical elements creating potential
bias were removed. '

Sampling Bias

Because the sample population was selected from patient registration lists provided
by the Indian Health Service (IHS), it is possible that the sample population had some
health related biases affecting their diet. Although the IHS patient registration lists
includes all tribal members who register for IHS services and is not necessarily
exclusive of tribal members needing or receiving health care, no criteria were applied
to the initial sample selection procedure to eliminate those tribal members with
particular illnesses or health problems that could influence their dietary habits.
Without further investigation of each person’s health history, it is impossible to
identify if a significant proportion of respondents have certain health conditions that
require them to consume more or less fish.

Location Bias

A majority of the interviews (99.8%) were carried out at a central location on each
reservation. Of all attempts made to contact interviewees on a door-to-door basis,
only one participant was reached and interviewed at their home. During preliminary
phases of the survey, concerns were raised that the use of monetary incentives to
encourage interviewees to come to a central location may result in a higher response
of those individuals living closer to the survey area, thus resulting in a bias in the
sample.

It is plausible that individuals living closer to the interview site were more willing or
able to travel the required distance. For reasons which outweighed the monetary or
personal incentive to participate, those living farther away may have been unable or
unwilling to travel and might have preferred to have the interview conducted at their
home. Thus, only 8% of those surveyed lived beyond 30 miles from the interview
site whereas 15% of the non-surveyed individuals lived beyond 30 miles from the
interview site. However, 53% of surveyed individuals lived within 10 miles of the
interview site and 41 % of non-surveyed individuals lived within 10 miles of the survey
site. Similarly, of the 14 individuals living beyond 70 miles of the survey site, 64%
were surveyed and only 36% were not.
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The top four reasons identified by interviewers for why an individual could not be
interviewed were, respectively: 1) moved out of survey area; 2) no reason listed; 3)
a total refusal to be interviewed and; 4) no phone or a disconnected phone. These
four reasons accounted for 86% of the reasons listed by interviewers for unsuccessful
interviews. Other reasons listed that may contribute in some way to location bias
include: mental or physical disability; in prison; not at home when contact was
attempted and; simply missing the scheduled appointment.

Gender Bias

Statistical analyses of the gender of individuals surveyed and not surveyed reveal that
more females were surveyed than males and more males were not surveyed than
females. Considering that males eat significantly more fish on average than females
with males consuming about 13 more grams per day than females, a bias in favor of
female individuals in the sample could create a lower estimate of overall tribal fish
consumption. Also, males who ate more fish may have been more likely to participate
in the survey than males who ate less fish and those males who ate less fish, may
have been non-respondents.

Timing of Survey and Length of Survey Period

Conducting the survey during a period of high or low fish consumption could bias
individuals’ responses. It is plausible that people would tend to indicate higher or
lower consumption rates in accordance with when they were questioned about their
consumption such that an individual would estimate a lower rate if they were
questioned during a month of low consumption and a higher rate if questioned during
a period of high consumption. Since this survey was conducted during November, a
month of low fish consumption as reported by survey respondents, consumption rates
provided in this report could underestimate actual tribal consumption.

Also, respondents may be likely to under-report consumption of fish species not in
season at the time the survey was conducted and may have over-reported
consumption of fish species in season during the interview period. However, any
possible bias resulting from the timing of the survey would be addressed if the survey
were conducted over an annual cycle with re-surveys of initial respondents.

Response Rates on Individual Questions
The lack of a 100 percent overall survey response rate may present uncertainties that
cannot be fully characterized. Although some individual questions had response rates

as low as 75 and 80 percent, response rates for the key findings on adult fish
consumption had response rates very close to or at 100 percent.
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in general, when presented with uncertainties in individuals’ responses, criteria were
employed to produce a low-end estimate of fish consumption. For example,
responses deemed unreasonably high (i.e., outliers) were not included in calculations
of consumption rates. Outliers were removed from data sets of weekly consumption
estimated by four adults and for one child. In addition, when respondents indicated
ranges of ounces or meals, the lower end of the range was used to calculate rates
even if the response was reduced to zero ounces or fish meals consumed.

Non-Fish-Consumers

Survey results indicate that only 7 percent of tribal members rarely or never ate fish.
Because the percentage of non-fish-consumers was so low, the 90th, 95th and 99th
percentiles of consumption for the entire population was the same as for those
respondents who consumed the species. The uncertainty surrounding this low
estimate of the number of Native American non-consumers could be produced in part
by sampling bias. For example, individuals in the sample who were not surveyed were
never questioned about their like or dislike of fish or their overall fish-consuming
habits. It is possible that some of those non-surveyed individuals failed to participate
because they thought that their contributions would be meaningless if they did not eat
fish. Therefore, fish consumers may be slightly over-represented in the respondent
pool thereby creating an overestimation of fish consumption rates.

Origin of Fish Consumed .

Questions concerning weekly fish consumption, serving size, species and fish parts
were directed at fish consumed from the Columbia River basin as well as "other”
sources. Therefore, rates of consumption represent fish obtained from all sources.
The question concerning sources of fish clarifies the percentages of fish consumed
that originate from self/family member harvesting, ceremonies, and tribal distributions.
Because the tribal commercial fishery is designated along the mainstem of the
Columbia River from the McNary dam to Bonneville dam and throughout the many
tributaries within the Columbia River basin it is assumed that fish obtained during
these activities and events originate from the basin.

Children

Although a more detailed portrait than that presented in this report of children’s fish
consumption is required, it is worth noting that some respondents provided the same
information for their child’s consumption as they did for their own. Although it is not
unreasonable for a child to consume similar amounts of fish as adults, the uncertainty
surrounding responses to questions about children’s consumption may have resulted
from misinterpretation of the question or the convenience of indicating similar
information. Any resulting bias in information provided for children’s consumption is
difficult to predict and analyze.
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Fishing Sites

Survey questions concerning fishing sites were specifically requested for only the 10
species listed in the survey. Only six people from one Tribe identified "other species"
that they consumed. Moreover, some individuals, instead of identifying a numbered
site on the map provided, specified names of sites that could not be identified on the
map (e.g., reservoirs, lakes, etc.) These sites were not included in the analysis of
fishing site usage. Therefore, results describe fishing sites used by Native Americans
for obtaining only the ten species listed on the questionnaire and may not describe the
full extent of fishing sites used throughout the basin. ‘

Dietary Recall

Respondents who consumed fish during the 24 hours preceding the survey interview
estimated significantly higher overall consumption rates than those who did not eat
fish during that period. This difference could be due to several factors. First, persons
who had so recently consumed fish may have been more likely to overestimate the
number of fish meals they eat each week than those who had not consumed fish for
several days or several weeks. On the other hand, individuals who ate fish during this
time period may be more accurate in the data they provide concerning the number of
ounces they eat in each meal. It is also possible that persons who consume high
amounts of fish throughout the year would have been more likely to have consumed
fish during the 24 hours preceding the interview than individuals who consume less
fish throughout the year. Thus, these persons would not necessarily be
overestimating their yearly intake.

Regardless of the reason(s) for the difference in consumption rates, the overall rate
of consumption for consumers and non-consumers is likely to be a low estimate since
thé survey was conducted during the season (October through February) identified by
the majority (63.0%) of respondents as months of low fish consumption.

Additional Research

Although this report provides detailed information on the fish consumption rates,
patterns and habits of tribal members, several issues require further investigation,
especially if a complete health damage assessment is to be conducted. For example,
while this report provides information for only one child in the household of
respondents with children a more thorough investigation of fish consumption by
Native American children as a clearly defined subpopulation may be useful to confirm
the accuracy of these findings. In addition, this report does not provide estimates of
consumption that take into account varying body weights. Given the differences in
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body weight and size between ethnic groups, fish consumption estimates in g/kg/day
should be calculated.

The questionnaire also did not request information on trimming of fat, puncturing, and
skin removal which in conjunction with certain cooking methods can greatly influence
the contaminant loading in fish tissue and thus an individual’s actual exposure to toxic
pollutants from ingestion of fish tissue.

Also, consumption data alone do not define an individual’s exposure to toxic
pollutants. Indeed, this fish consumption survey report is not a health risk assessment
of tribal members who consume fish. To conduct a health risk assessment of tribal
members from consumption of fish, fish consumption data need to be applied with
information identifying actual levels of toxics in the fish tissue individuals are
consuming. Information from this survey, particularly the data which identify fish
species most consumed, fish parts of each species most consumed and fishing site
locations can be used to adequately design a fish tissue analysis sampling plan. By
courdinating data in this way, a health damage assessment based on actual
population-specific data can be conducted of tribal members.
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND DATA APPLICATIONS

Given the cultural, economic and dietary importance of fish to CRHFC’s member
tribes, results from Federal and State agency sponsored water quality and fish tissue
studies have intensified tribal concern of increased human health risks from
consumption of potentially contaminated fish. Asis evident from the results obtained
from this survey, the average fish consumption rate of Umatilla, Yakama, Nez Perce,
and Warm Springs tribal members is approximately nine times greater than the
national average consumption rate of 6.5 gpd used by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the majority of states in calculating
human health based ambient water quality criteria and standards for toxics.

As identified in ‘this survey, the rates of consumption across gender, age groups,
nursing mothers, fishers and non-fishers range from 6 to 11 times higher than the
national estimate recommended by USEPA. Should the production and escapement
numbers of salmon species increase, tribal harvest will be increased and tribal
consumption will most likely increase from rates reported in this survey. The
consistency of these results suggest that USEPA’s and state adopted ambient water
quality criteria and standards for toxic pollutants based on the national estimated fish
consumption rate of 6.5 gpd may not be sufficient to protect Native Americans
residing in the Columbia River Basin.

Because State and Federal monitoring studies of contaminant levels in Columbia River
Basin fish tissue and river sediments suggest an increased risk to Columbia River
Indians from consumption of potentially contaminated fish, CRITFC and its member
tribes expect the information gathered from this survey to be used by federal, state
and tribal regulatory agencies to more accurately estimate health damage from
ingestion of fish contaminated by water borne toxic pollutants.

Such a human health damage assessment should include a re-evaluation of certain
water quality criteria and standards currently deemed adequate to protect human
health. The consumption rates established in this report should ideally be combined
with site-specific fish tissue monitoring data to determine tribal members’ actual
exposure to toxic pollutants. CRITFC and its member tribes encourage other tribes
and populations to utilize this survey’s methodology in future fish consumption
surveys.
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TABLES

TABLE 1:  Summary of Reasons Indicated by Interviewers for Why Tribal Members

Did Not Participate

Unweighted Unweighted

l Reason (questionnaire code number) Frequency Percent
Moved out of survey area - M (6) 60 26.1%
No reason listed - NRL (12)* 58 25.2%
Total refusal - TR (9} * 48 20.9%
No phone or phone disconnected - NP {12)* 32 13.9%
Not enrolled - NE (12) 8 3.5%
Not at home; revisit necessary - NH (3 and 7)* 6 2.6%
Deceased - D (8) 5 2.2%
Mental/physical disability - MP (11)* 4 1.7%
Missed appointment - MA (4)* 3 1.3%
Wrong phone number - WP {12)* 2 0.9%
Prison - P {12} 1 0.4%
Member of another tribe - O (12) 1 0.4%
Refusal during interview - R (10) 1 0.4%
Removed from survey; unreliable (2) 1 0.4%
Total 230 100%

~* Indicates that reason could be associated with a location
bias
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TABLE 2: Summary of Locations of Surveyed and Non-Surveyed Individuals with
Respect to the Interview Site
Miles From Unweighted Frequencies (Percentages)
Interview Site
Non-Surveyed
Surveyed All
< =10 I 268 (74) 94 (26) 362 (100)
11-30 203 (67) 100 (33) 303 (100)
31-70 32 (52) 30 (48) 62 (100)
> 70 " 9 (64) 5 (36) 14 (100)
Unkowa || 1 (33) 2 (67) 3 (100)
All | 231 (31) 744 (100)

513 (69)

**All of the nine persons

surveyed.

who lived greater than 70 miles from the interview site were
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TABLE 3: Sex of Surveyed and Non-Surveyed Individuals
Unweighted Unweighted
Frequency Frequency (percent
(percent male) - male) -
Tribe Population Size (percent male) Surveyed Non-Surveyed

|
Umatilla 818 (47.7%) 131 (52.0%) 49 (51.0%)

Nez Perce 1440 (42,5%) 133 {40.6%) 68 (56.0%)
Warm Springs 1831 (47.3%) 126 (46.0%) 54 (50.0%)
Yakama 3872 (46.5%) 123 (39.0%) 69 (57.6%)
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TABLE 4: Age of Respondents
Weighted
Unweighted Weighted’ Cumulative
Age (years) Frequency Percent Percent
18-19 22 4.6% 4.6%
20-21 26 5.1% 9.7%
22-23 20 3.6% 13.3%
24-25 37 8.1% 21.5%
26-27 26 4.6% 26.0%
28-29 27 5.6% 31.6%
30-31 34 5.7% 37.3%
32-33 26 4.9% 42.2%
34-35 17 5.4% 47.5%
36-37 26 5.9% 53.4%
38-39 24 5.2% 58.7%
40-41 18 3.8% 62.5%
42-43 13 2.5% 65.0%
44-45 16 3.3% 68.3%
46-47 24 5.2% 73.5%
48-49 15 3.5% 76.8%
50-54 35 7.5% 84.4%
55-59 36 5.7% 90.1%
B0-64 19 3.3% 93.4%
65-69 16 23% 95.7%
70-74 15 3.1% 98.8%
75-79 8 1.0% 99.8%
80-89 - 1 0.1% 99.9%
90-100 1 0.1% 100%
Total 512 100%
N =512
Weighted Mean = 38.9 years
Weighted SE = 0.64
RR = 99.8%

7 The term "weighted" used throughout these tables means that the data were weighted by Tribe before they

were combined.
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TABLE 5:

Number of Fish Meals Consumed by All Adult Respondents (Fish
Consumers and Non-Fish Consumers) Per Week -Throughout the Year

Weighted
Number Unweighted Weighted Cumulative
of Meals Frequency Percent Percent
0.0 46 8.9% 8.9%
0.1 5 0.5% 9.4%
0.2 24 3.0% 12.4%
0.3 3 0.3% 12.7%
0.4 24 2.6% 15.3%
0.5 28 3.9% 18.2%
0.6 9 1.0% 20.2%
0.8 1 0.1% 20.3%
1.0 203 43.8% 64.1%
1.2 1 0.1% 64.2%
1.9 1 0.1% 64.3%
2.0 80 21.0% 85.4%
3.0 25 5.3% 80.7%
4.0 16 4.8% 95.5%
5.0 4 0.8% 96.2%
6.0 3 0.5% 96.7%
7.0 2 0.8% 97.6%
-;.0 2 0.2% 97.8%
8.0 1 0.1% 97.9%
10.0 4 0.9% 98.8%
12.0 2 0.3% 99.1%
16.0 3 0.4% 99.6%
20.0 1 0.1% 99.7%
24.0 1 0.1% 99.9%
30.0 1 0.1% 100%
Total 500 100%
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N = 500
Weighted Mean = 1.71 meals
Woeighted SE = 0.11
Qutliers = 4
RR = 98.2% total;
97.5% if outlier considered a nonresponse
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TABLE 6:

Average Serving Size (0z.) - Adult Fish Meals

Number of
Ounces

Unweighted
Frequency

Weighted
Percent

Weighted
Cumulative
Percent

0.0 37 7.2% 7.2% W
1.0 1 0.4% 7.6%
4.0 60 10.7% 18.2%
5.0 2 0.8% 18.1%
6.0 41 7.8% 26.9%
8.0 247 - 48.5% 75.4%
10.0 28 4.8% 80.2%
12.0 84 17.4% 97.6%
15.0 1 0.1% 97.7%
16.0 6. 1.3% 98.9%
20.0 4 0.8% 99.7%
24,0 2 0.3% 100%
Total 513 100%

N =513

Weighted Mean = 7.83 ounces

Weighted SE = 0.16

RR = 100%
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- TABLE 7: Number of Grams Per Day of Fish Consumed by All Adult Respondents
(Fish Consumers and Non-Fish Consumers) Combined - Throughout the

- Year ’
Number of Unweighted Weighted Cumulative
grams/day _F_reguency Percent Percent
0.00 46 8.9% 8.9%
1.6 1 0.1% 9.0%
3.2 13 1.4% ) 10.4%
4.0 1 0.4% 10.8%
4.9 1° 0.1% 10.9%
6.5 17 1.8% 12.8%
7.3 1 0.2% 12.8%
8.1 6 0.7% 13.7%
9.7 5 0.8% 14.4%
12.2 3 0.5% 14.9%
13.0 11 1.4% 16.3%
16.2 37 6.5% 22.8%
12.4 1 1.2% 24.0%
20.2 1 0.1% 24.1%
243 19 3.8% 27.8%
29.2 2 0.2% 28.1%
32.4 109 24.5% 52.5%
38.9 2 0.3% 52.9%
40.5 20 3.6% 56.5%
48.6 53 11.1% 67.6%
64.8 54 13.0% 80.6%
72.9 3 0.7% 81.2%
77.0 1 0.1% 81.4%
81.0 8 2.0% 83.3%
97.2 27 6.0% 89.3%
130 9 2.8% 92.2%
146 8 1.5% 93.7%
162 4 0.8% 94.4%
170 1 0.4% 94.8%
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Weighted Mean = 58.7 gpd
Weighted SE = 3.64

90th percentile: 87.2 gpd < (90th) < <130 gpd
85th percentile =~ 170 gpd
99th percentile = 389 gpd
Outliers = 4

RR = 98.2% total; 97.5% if outlier considered a nonresponse

e e
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Number of Unweighted Weighted Cumulative

l grams/day Frequency Percent Percent
194 10 2.4% 97.2%
243 1 0.1% 97.3%
259 1 0.1% 87.4%
292 1 0.1% 97.6%
324 3 0.7% 98.3%
340 1 0.4% 98.7%
389 2 0.2% 99.0%
486 4’ 0.6% 99.6%
648 1 0.1% 99.7%
778 1 0.1% 99.9%
872 1 0.1% 100%
N = 500
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TABLE 8: Number of Fish Meals per Week Consumed by Adult Fish Consumers
Only - Throughout the Year

Weighted

Number of Unweighted Weighted Cumulative Percent
meals Frequency Percent J
<0.1 10 1.8% 1.8%

0.1 5 0.5% 2.3%
0.2 24 3.3% 5.6%
0.3 3 0.4% 6.0%
0.4 24° 2.8% 8.8%
0.5 28 4.2% 12.9%
0.6 9 1.0% 14.0%
0.8 1 0.2% 14.1%
1.0 203 47.2% 61.3%
1.2 1 0.1% 61.4%
1.9 1 0.2% 61.6%
2.0 90 22.7% 84.2%
3.0 25 5.7% 89.9%
4.0 16 5.2% 96.1%
5.0 4 0.8% 95.9%
6.0 3 0.5% 96.5%
7.0 2 0.9% 97.4%
8.0 2 0.2% 97.6%
8.0 1 0.2% 97.8%
10.0 4 0.9% 98.7%
12.0 2 0.4% 99.1%
15.0 3 0.5% 99.5%
20.0 1 0.2% 99.7%
24.0 1 0.2% 99.8%
30.0 1 0.2% 100%
Total 464 100%
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N = 464
Weighted Mean = 1.85 meals
Weighted SE = 0.11
Outliers = 4
RR = 98.1% total;
97.3% if outlier considered a nonresponse
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TABLE 9: Average Serving Size (0z.) of Adult Fish Meals - Fish Consumers Only

Woeighted
Number of Unweighted Weighted Cumulative Percent
Ounces Frequency Percent
<1.0 1 0.2% 0.2%
1.0 1 0.4% 0.6%
4.0 60 11.5% 12.1%
5.0 2 0.9% 13.0%
6.0 41 8.4% 21.3%
80 247 - 62.2% 73.5%
10.0 28 5.1% 78.7%
12.0 84 18.7% 97.4%
15.0 1 0.1% 97.5%
16.0 6 1.4% 98.9%
20.0 4 0.8% 99.7%
24.0 2 0.3% 100%
Total 477 100%
N = 477
Weighted Mean = 8.42 ounces
Weighted SE = 0.13
RR = 100%
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Number of Grams per Day Consumed by Adult Fish Consumers

TABLE 10:
Only
Weighted

Number of Unweighted Weighted Cumulative
grams/day Frequency Percent Percent
<1.0 10 1.8% 1.8%
1.6 1 0.1% 1.9%
3.2 13 1.5% 3.4%
4.1 1 0.5% 3.9%
4.9 1 0.1% 4.0%
6.5 17 2.0% 6.0%
7.3 1 0.2% 6.1%
8.1 6 0.8% 6.9%
9.8 5 0.8% 7.8%
12.2 3 0.5% 8.2%
13.0 11 1.5% 8.7%
16.2 37 7.0% 16.8%
19.4 11 1.3% 18.0%
20.2 1 0.2% 18.2%
24.3 19 4.1% 22.3%
29.2 2 0.2% 22.5%
324 108 26.4% 48.9%
389 2 0.3% 43.2%
40.5 20 3.9% 83.1%
48.6 53 12.0% 65.1%
64.8 54 14.0% 79.1%
72.9 3 0.7% 79.8%
77.0 1 0.2% 79.9%
81.0 8 2.1% 82.1%
97.2 27 6.5% 88.5%
130 9 3.1% 91.6%
146 8 1.6% 93.2%
162 4 0.8% 94.0%
170 1 0.5% 94.4%
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Weighted
Number of Unweighted Weighted Cumulative
grams/day Frequency Percent Percent
15 _(
194 10 2.6% 97.0%
243 1 0.1% 97.1%
259 1 0.2% 97.2%
292 1 0.2% 97.4%
324 3 0.8% 98.2%
340 1 0.5% 98.6%
389 2 0.3% 98.9%
486 4 0.6% 99.5%
648 1 0.2% 99.7%
778 1 0.2% 99.8%
872 1 0.2% 100%
N = 464
Weighted Mean = 63.2 gpd
Weighted SE = 3.84
90th percentile: 27 gpd < (30th} < 130 gpd
85th percentile: 170 gpd < (95th) < 194 gpd
99th percentile ~ 389 gpd
Qutliers = 4
RR = 98.1% total;
97.3% if outlier considered a nonresponse
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TABLE 11: Fish Consumption Throughout the Year by Sex
Weighted Weighted Weighted SE
Sex N Percent Mean (gpd)
Female 278 58.0 55.8 4,78
Male 222 42.0 62.6 5.60
Total 500 100 68.7 3.64
*4 outliers were excluded
TABLE 11a: Fish Consumption Throughout the Year by Age
Weighted Weighted Weighted SE
Age (years) N Percent Mean (gpd)
18 - 39 287 58.8 67.6 4.87
40 - 69 156 31.6 556.8 4.88
€0 & older 58 9.6 74.4 16.3
Total 500 100 68.7 3.64
*4 outliers were excluded
TABLE 11b: Fish Consumption Throughout the Year by Location
Weighted Weighted Weighted SE
Location N Percent Mean (gpd)

On Reservation 440 88.1 60.2 3.98

—

Off Reservation

60

1.9

47.9

8.26

Total

500

100

658.7

3.64

*4 outliers were excluded
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TABLE 12: Months of High Fish Consumption

Unweighted Weighted '
Month Frequency Percent
January 15 1.4%
February 17 1.6%
March 21 2.2%
April 103 9.7%
May 128 11.6%
June 123 10.8%
July 110 9.8%
August 85 8.1%
September 75 7.4%
October 63 5.5%
November 35 3.4%
December 27 2.8%
All months 152 18.1%
the same
Never/ rarely 72 7.0%
eat fish
Unknown 8 0.6%
Total 1026* I 100%
40 persons answered both May and June
BR = 100%

*Each respondent was asked to identify two months of highest fish consumption; hence, there were 1026 total responses, and
each person who answered that they rarely/never eat fish, that all the months are the same, or that the months ‘are unknown
were counted twice,
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TABLE 13: Comparison of Grams of Fish Consumed by Tribal Members on a Daily
Basis During Months of High Consumption vs. Months of Low

Consumption

Consumption

Seasonal Weighted Mean | Weighted SE Response Rate
Consumption N {gpd)

Months of High 508 87.9 4.80 99.0%
Consumption

Moriths of Low 484 26.4 1.38 94.3%
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TABLE 14: Months of Low Fish Consumption
Unweighted Woeighted
Month Frequency Percent
January 146 15.6%
February 91 9.1%
March 32 3.1%
April 22 2.2%
May 23 2.4%
June 40 3.3%
July 64 5.6%
August 40 4.0%
September 26 2.6%
October 37 3.4%
November 88 8.7%
December 151 16.2%
All months 102 7.6%
the same
Never/ rarely 72 7.4%
eat fish
Unknown 20 2.9%
All months 40 5.9%
the same
except the 2
highest
months
e

J Total 994+ 100%

RR = 896.9%

*Each respondent was asked to identify two months of highest fish consumption; since the response rate for this question was
less than 100 percent, there were 994 total responses. As a result, it was necessary to double count the following responses:
rarely/never eat fish, all months the same, unknown, and all months are the same except the two highest.
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TABLE 15: Number of Weekly Fish Meals: Nursing Mothers or Mothers Who Have

Nursed
Woeighted
Number Unweighted Weighted Cumulative
of Meals Frequency Percent Percent
0.0 11 11.4% 11.4%
0.1 1 0.4% 11.8%
0.2 4 2.2% 14.0%
0.3 2 1.2% 18.2%
0.4 8 3.5% 18.7%
0.5 4 2.8% 21.4%
1.0 31 33.6% 54.9%
2.0 23 25.4% 80.3%
3.0 ) 8.9% 89.2%
4.0 4 3.8% 93.0%
5.0 2 2.8% 95.8%
6.0 1 0.8% 96.6%
7.0 1 2.0% 98.6%
8.0 1 0.7% 99.3%
10.0 1 0.7% 100%
Total 103 100% i
N = 103
Weighted Mean = 1.75 meals
Weighted SE = 0.17
Outliers = 1
RR = 99.0% total;
98.1% if outlier considered a nonresponse
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TABLE 16: Consumption by Women Who Have Breastfed Compared to All
Other Female Respondents

Weighted Weighted Weighted SE
Women N Percent Mean (gpd)

e —
Women Who Have 103 36.7% 69.1 6.42

Breastfed

All Other Female 175 64.3% 54.0 6.60

Respondents

Total 278 100 65.8 4.78

**1 outlier not included

92




TABLE 17:

Fish Species Consumed by All Adult Tribal Members

Species

Weighted Percent
that consume the
species

Response
Rate

Salmon 513 92.4% 100%
Lampray 513 54.2% 100%
Trout 513 70.2% 100%
Smelt 509 52.1% 99.2%
Whitefish 513 22.8% 100%
Sturgeon 513 24.8% 100%
Walleye 511 9.3% 99.6%
Squawfish 513 2.7% 100%
Sucker 513 7.7% 100%
Shad 512 2.6% 99.8%
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TABLE 18: Consumption of Fish Species by Adults Who Eat the Particular
Species
Variables
Fish meals per month Grams per day
Response

Species N Weighted mean | Weighted SE Weighted Rate

(meals) Mean (gpd)
Salmon 471 3.18 0.14 25.7 1.21 99.2%
Lamprey 228 0.57 0.06 a7 0.55 88.7%
Trout 361 1.16 0.09 9.6 0.74 96.5%
Smelt || 212 | ose 0.07 4.8 0.68 91.8%
Whitefish 120 1.17 0.19 8.9 1.37 94.5%
Sturgeon 116 0.43 0.086 3.3 0.50 92.8%
Walleye 43 0.48 0.10 3.8 0.0 93.5%
Squawfish 4“ 18 0.21 0.10 1.4 0.63 100%
Sucker 40 0.36 0.12 2.8 0.76 95.2%
Shad u 16 0.23 0.08 2.0 0.77 94.1%
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Grams of Fish Species Consumed Each Day by Fish Consumers

TABLE 19:
and Non-Fish Consumers
Weighted Weighted SE Response Rate
Species N Mean (gpd)
Salmon 509 23.7 &* 1.16 99.2%
Trout 484 6.6 b 0.57 94.3%
Lampray 500 24c 0.28 97.5%
Smelt 494 24¢ 0.31 96.3%
Whitefish 506 1.9¢ 0.36 98.6%
Sturgeon 504 0.8d 0.13 98.2%
Walleye 509 03 e 0.09 99.2%
Sucker 513 0.2 0.07 100%
Shad 511 0.05e 0.03 99.6%
Squawfish 511 0.04 e 0.02 99.6%
Total - 28.8 1.45 -
Anadromous
Total Resident - 10.0 77 - ]
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TABLE 20: Adult Consumption of Fish Parnts

Parts
Fillat Skin Head Eggs Bones Organs
Speciss Welghted Weighted Weighted Weighted Woeighted Weig
percent that percent that porcent that percant that percent that hted
consume consume consume consume consume perce
N N N N & N N nt
that
oonsu
L___. I ms
———— ———— ~— ————————
[ Selmon 473 96.1% 473 56.8% 473 42.7% 473 | 42.8% 473 | 12.1% 470 | 3.7%
Lamprey 249 88.4% 261 83.3% 250 18.1% 260 4.6% 250 B.2% 250 3.2%
Trout 3686 89.4% 366 68.6% 385 13.7% 364 | 8.7% 366 7.1% 362 2.3%
Smalt 209 78.8% 209 88.9% 210 37.4% 209 46.4% 210 28.4% L2086 27.9
%o
Whitefish 126 93.8% 124 53.8% 126 16.4% 126 20.6% 128 8.0% 124 0.0%
Sturgeon 121 94.6% 121 18.2% 121 8.2% 121 11.9% 121 2.6% 121 0.3%
Wallaye 48 100% 46 20.7% 45 6.2% 46 9.8% 46 2.4% 46 0.9%
Squawfish 16 89.7% 16 34.1% 16 8.1% 16 11.1% 16 65.9% 16 0.0%
Sucker 42 B9.3% 42 650.0% 42 19.4% 42 30.4% 42 9.8% 42 21%
Shad 18 93.5% 16 15.7% 18 0.0% 16 0.0% 186 3.3% 16 0.0%




TABLE 21: Age When Children Begin Eating Fish

Unweighted

Age Unweighted Unweighted Cumulative
{months) Frequency Percent Percent
0. 1 0.6% 0.6%
2.0 2 1.2% 1.8%
3.0 3 1.8% 3.6%
4.0 2 1.2% 4.8%
5.0 5 3.0% 7.8%
6.0 30 18.0% 25.7%
7.0 10 6.0% 31.7%
8.0 7 4.2% 35.9%
9.0 4 2.4% 38.3%
10.0 10 6.0% 44.3%
11.0 2 1.2% 45.5%
12.0 42 25.1% 70.7%
13.0 2 1.2% 71.9%
14.0 5 3.0% 74.9%
15.0 3 1.8% 76.6%
16.0 1 0.6% 77.2%
18.0 12 7.2% 84.4%
24,0 14 8.4% 92.8%
;0.0 1 0.6% 93.4%
36.0 9 5.4% 98.8%
48.0 1 0.6% 99.4%
60.0 1 0.6% 100%
Total 167 100%
‘N = 167
Unweighted Mean = 13.1 months
Unweighted SE = 0.71
Respondent Unsure = 3
Child has not started yet = 12

L_R_R = 89.2% total; 81.9% of data were used
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TABLE 22: Number of Fish Meals Consumed per Week by Children

Unweighted
Number Unweighted Unweighted Cumulative
of Meals Frequency Percent Percent
0.0 42 21.5% 21.5%
0.1 3 1.5% 23.1%
0.2 7 3.6% 26.7%
0.3 2 1.0% 27.7%
0.4 8 4.1% 31.8%
0.5 6 ) 3.1% 34.9%
0.6 3 1.5% 36.4%
1.0 83 42.6% 79.0%
2.0 24 12.3% 91.3%
3.0 7 3.6% 94.9%
4.0 3 1.5% 96.4%
5.0 2 1.0% 97.4%
6.0 2 1.0% 98.5%
10.0 2 1.0% 99.5%
12.0 1 0.5% 100%
h Total 195 100%
N = 195
Unweighted Mean = 1.17 meals
Unweighted SE = 0.11
Outliers = 1
RR = 96.1% total;
95.6% if outlier considered a nonresponse
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N = 201
Unweighted Mean = 3.36 ounces
Unweighted SE = 0.18
RR = 98.5%

TABLE 23: Serving Size (0z.) of Fish for Children Age Five or Under

Unweighted

Number of Unweighted Unweighted Cumulative

Ounces Frequency Percent Percent

0.0 35 17.4% 17.4%

0.1 2 1.0% 18.4%

1.0 8 4.0% 22.4%

2.0 32 15.9% 38.3%

3.0 9 4.5% 42.8%

4.0 84 41.8% 84.6%

5.0 3 1.6% 86.1%

6.0 6 3.0% 89.0%

8.0 18 9.0% 98.0%

9.0 1 0.5% 98.5%

12.0 3 1.5% 100%

Total 201 100%
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Children’s Fish Consumption Rates - Throughout Year

TABLE 24:
Unweighted

Number of Unweighted Unweighted Cumulative
grams/day Frequency Percent Percent
0.0 41 21.1% 21.1%
0.4 1 0.5% 21.6%
0.8 1 0.5% 22.2%
1.6 5 2.6% 24.7%
2.4 1 0.5% 25.3%
3.2 6 3.1% 28.4%
4.1 7 3.6% 32.0%
4.9 3 1.5% 33.5%
6.5 4 2.1% 35.6%
8.1 23 11.9% 47.4%
9.7 2 1.0% 48.5%
12.2 5 2.6% 51.0%
13.0 1 0.5% 51.5%
16.2 41 21.1% 72.7%
19.4 1 0.5% 73.2%
20.3 2 1.0% 74.2%
24.3 4 21% 76.3%
32.4 21 10.8% 87.1%
48.6 8 4.1% 91.2%
64.8 6 3.1% 94.3%
72.9 4 2.1% 96.4%
81.0 2 1.0% 97.4%
97.2 2 1.0% 98.5%
162.0 3 1.5% 100%
Total 194 100%
N = 194
Unweighted Mean = 19.6 gpd
Unweighted SE = 1.94
Outliers = 1
RR = 95.6% total; 95.1% if outlier considered a nonresponse
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TABLE 25: Fish Species Consumed by Children
Unweighted Percent of Response
Children that Consume Rate
Species the Species
Salmon 202 82.7% 99.0%
Lamprey 201 19.9% 98.5%
Trout 202 46.5% 99.0%
Smelt 201 22.4% 98.5%
Whitefish 201 10.9% 98.5%
Sturgeon 201 10.8% 98.5%
Walleye 201 2.5% 98.5%
Squawfish 201 1.0% 98.5%
Sucker 201 2.0% 98.5%
Shad 197 1.5% 96.6%
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TABLE 26: Consumption by Children Who Consume the Particular Species

Variables ) )
Fish meais per month Graf'ns per day |
Response

Species N Unweighted Unweighted Unweighted Unweighted Rate

mean (meals) SE Mean {(gpd) SE
Salmon 164 19.0 1.47 98.2%
Lamprey 37 8.1 2.76 92.5% .
Trout 89 8.8 1.42 94.7%
Smelt 39 " 0.40 0.09 3.8 0.99 86.7%
Whitefish 21 3.48 2.83 21.0 156.8 95.4%
Sturgeon 21 0.43 0.12 4.0 1.25 95.4%
Walleye 5 0.22 0.20 2.0 1.46 100%
Squawfish 2 0.0 - 0.0 - 100%
Sucker 4 0.35 0.22 2.6 1.68 100%
Shed 3 it 0.1 0.06 I 1.1 0.57 100%
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TABLE 27:

Children’s Consumption of Fish Parts

Parts
Fillet Skin Head Egge 8ones Organs
Spe;ies Unweighted Unweighted Unwaighted Unweighted Unwsighted Unwelghted
percent that percent that percent that percant that | percent that percant
N consume N consume N consuma N cansume N consums N that
consume
Salmon 167 97.8% 187 | 26.1% 167 13.8% 167 13.2% 167 3.0% 167 0.6% |
Lemprey 36 87.2% a7 B3.8% 37 6.4% az 0.0% 37 0.0% 37 0.0%
Trout 20 95.6% 90 | 41.1% 89 3.4% 89 | 45% 89 | 0.o% 88 0.0%
Smalt 42 81.0% 41 73.2% 41 17.1% 41 24.4% 41 12.2% 41 9.8%
Whitefigh 20 100% 18 27.8% 19 5.3% 19 10.5% 19 0.0% 19 {1 0.0%
| sturgeon 20 100% 20 | 10.0% 20 0.0% 20 | 6.0% 20 0.0% 20 0.0%
Walleye 4 100% 4 0.0% 4 0.0% 4 0.0% a 0.0% 4 0.0%
Squawfish 2 100% 2 60.0% 2 0.0% 2 0.0% 2 0.0% 2 0.0%
Sucker 4 100% 4 26.0% 4 26.0% 4 25.0% 4 0.0% 4 0.0%
Shad '3 100% 3 0.0% a 0.0% 3 0.0% 3 0.0% 3 0.0%
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Table 28:

Use of Fish Preparation Methods

Weighted

Percent Who Response
Method N Responded Yes Rate
Panfried 477 79.5% 100%
Deepfried 475 25.1% 99.6%
Poached 476 16.9% 99.8%
Boiled 477 73.4% 100%
Baked 476 98.3% 99.8%
Broiled 477" 39.3% 100%
.Smoked 476 66.2% 99.8%
Dried 476 66.9% 99.8%
Raw 475 3.2% 99.6%
Roasted 477 71.3% 100%
Canned 477 75.3% 100%
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Table 29: Frequency of Use of Fish Preparation Methods

Use at least
Use >/= 1/month but Use <
1/week < 1/week 1/month
{weighted {weighted (weighted

Response

Method percent) percent) percent) Rate

Panfried 21.9% 42.2% 36.9% 100%
Deepfried 10.2% 44.5% 45.3% 99.2%
Poached 28.2% 34.4% 37.4% 97.5%
Boiled 21.5% 41.6% 36.9% 99.4%
Baked 34.6% 46.5% 18.9% 99.4%
Braoiled 25.0% 43.2% 31.8% 98.5%
Smoked 14.0% 32.4% 63.5% 99.7%
Dried 17.9% 32.3% 48.8% 99.4%
Raw 17.2% 17.2% 65.7% 84.6%
Roasted 9.4% 31.6% 59.0% 99.1%
Canned 25.7% 3%.2% 35.1% 100%
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX 1: Formulas for Calculating Weighting Factors

I Calculation of Weighting Factors Using EPI

A. Formula: (Population Size of Tribe/Sample Size of Tribe); divide this number by
the lowest of the four numbers

Tribe Population/Sample  Final Weighting Factor
Umatilla (818/131) = 6.246. 24/6.24 = 1.00

Nez Perce (1440/133) = 10.8 10.8/6.24 = 1.73
Warm Spring (1531/126) = 12.2  12.2/6.24 = 1.96

Yakama (3872/123) = 31.5 31.5/6.24 = 5.05
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APPENDIX 2: Weighting Formulas for Calculating Weighted Means

The following weighting factor formula, recommended by the Centers for Disease
Control, was used to calculate the weighted mean of a set of data:

Weighting Factor: w; = N,/n, where observation i is from tribe h, N, = the
population size of the individual tribe and n,, =
the sample size of the individual tribe.

The following formula was used to calculate the weighting factor for each Tribe:

Weighting Factor: w; = (Nyn)/(Nn,) where observation i is from tribe h, N = the
population size of all four Tribes combined, N,
= the population size of an individual tribe, n
= the sample size of all four Tribes combined,
and n, = the sample size of an individual
tribe.

The weighting factors were then used in the weighting option in SAS for determining
weighted means, frequency distributions, and percentiles. The weighted mean,
variance and standard error are computed by SAS as foliows:
Weighted Mean: x, = Zwx/ I w, where w; = the weighting factor the
i=1 i=1 individual tribe; x; = the individual data point;
and m = the number of data points, and the
weighted mean = -

- Xu.
Weighted m -
Variance: 8.2 =ZIwi(x- x,)? /(n-1)
i=1 Where w; is the value of the weight of

the ith observation and x; is the value
of the ith observation and m = number
of data points = n= sample size of all
four tribes combined.

Weighted Standard error of the mean = s,,/n%°

This formula is consistent with formulas for calculating weighting factors that are typically presented in statistical textbooks such
as:

Cochran, William C., Sampling technigues (second edition), New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1963,; Dixon Wilfrid J. and
Massey, Frank Jr., Introduction to Statistical Analysis (fourth edition), New York: McGraw-Hill Publishing Co.

SAS Institute, inc. 1985. SAS User’s Guide: Basics; Version 5 Edition. Cary, NC: SAS Institute.
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APPENDIX 3:

TECHNICAL PANEL MEMBERS

Craig R. McCormack

(formerly Environmental Protection Agency)
Toxics Clean-Up Program

Department of Ecology

P.0. Box 47600

Olympia, WA 98504-7600

(206) 438-3012

Steven D. Helgerson

Health Care Financing Admin.
2201 Sixth St,, MS-RX-42
Seattle, WA 98121

(206) 615-2310

John C. Platt

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission
729 NE Oregon

Portland, OR 97202

(503) 238-0667

David Cleverly

USEPA

Office of Health and Environmental Assess.
401 M St., SW

Washington, D.C. 20460

(202) 260-8915

Gerald Filbin

USEPA

Office of Policy, Planning and Evaluation
401 M St., SW

Washington, D.C. 20460

(202) 260-8099

Rick-Albright

EPA - Region 10
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101
{206) 553-8514

Steve Roy

Former Indian Coordinator
EPA - Region 10

1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101

(206) 553-2118

Howard Goldberg

Center for Disease Control
Division of Reproductive Health
4770 Buford Hwy. NE

Atlanta, GA 30341

(404) 488-5257
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TECHNICAL PANEL AND PEER REVIEWERS

Dana Davoli

EPA - Region 10
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101
(206) 553-2135

Joel Muider
{formerly EPA - Region 10}

Harriet M. Ammann

WA Department of Health
Office of Toxic Substances
P.O. Box 47825

Olympia, WA 98504

(206) 586-5405

Floyd Frost
Epidemiologist

Lovelace Institute

2425 ridge Crest Dr., SE
Alberqueque, NM 87108
(505) 262-7748

Roseanne M. Philen

Maedical Epidemiologist

Health Studies Branch

Division of Environmental Hazards and Health Effects (F-46)
Centers for Disease Control

4770 Buford Hwy. NE

Atlanta, GA 30341

(404) 488-4682

Roseanne M. Lorenzana
(formerly OR Health Division)
EPA - Region 10

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Jonathan R. Sugarman
indian Health Service
2201 Sixth St, Rm #300
Seattle, WA 98121
(206) 553-5423

Skip Houseknecht (b) (6)
USEPA

Office of Water

401 M St, SW
Washington, D.C. 20460
(202) 260-7055

Ernie Kimball

Indian Health Service
2201 Sixth St., Rm. #300
Seattle, WA 98121




APPENDIX 3 (cont’d)

PEER REVIEW PANEL MEMBERS

Dr. Patrick West, Ph.D
University of Michigan
Dept. of Natural Resources
Dana Bidg.

430 E. University

Ann Arbor, Ml 48108
{313) 764-7206

Dr. Douglas S. Robson, Ph.D
150 MaclLaren St., PH6
Ottawa, Ontario K2P OL2
{613) 594-5511

Dr. Clayton L. Stunkard
1511 Leister Dr.

Silver Spring, MD 20904
(301) 384-4674

Dr. H. Joseph Sekerke, Jr.

State of Florida

Toxicology and Hazard Assessment
Dept. of Hesalth and Rehab. Services
1317 Winewood Bivd.

Tallahassee, FL 32399

(904) 488-3385

Dr. Mary Yoshiko Hama, Ph.D

U.S. Dept. of Agriculture

Food Consumption Research Branch
6505 Belcrest Rd., Rm. 339
Hyattsville, MD 20782

(301) 436-8485

Dr. Kenneth Rudo, Ph.D

Statg_of North Carolina

Dept. of Env. Health & Natl. Res.
Division of Epidemiology

P.O. Box 27687

raleigh, NC 27611

(919) 733-3410

Dr. Yasmin Cypel, Ph..

U.S. Dept. of Agriculture

Food Consumption Research Branch
6505 Belcrest Rd., Rm. 339
Hyattsville, MD 20782

(301) 436-8478
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Dr. Rolf Hartung, Ph.D.

Dept. of Environ. & Indust. Health
2504 School of Public Health
University of Michigan

Ann Arbor, Ml 48109

(313) 971-9690

Dr. Dale Hattis, Ph.D.
CENTED, Clark University
Worcester, MA 01610
(508) 751-4622




APPENDIX 4. CRITFC and Tribal Approval and Coordination

CRITFC's participation in the survey required approval from both the Commission and
the independent tribal governments. CRITFC staff presented the survey protocol and
copies of the draft questionnaire to the tribal governments during the spring and
summer of 1991. Approval of the survey was first obtained by the Commission in
April, followed by the Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee in June 1991, the Board
of Trustees of the Umatilla Tribes and the Warm Springs Tribal Council in July 1991,
and the Yakama Tribal Council in August 1991,

Following tribal approval, CRITFC obtained the endorsement of and staff assistance
from IHS. A letter was addressed to the Seattle IHS office, then circulated to the
regional and national IHS Research Committees. The Portland area Research
Committee approved the survey in July 1991, and approval from the National
Research Committee was obtained in October. In addition, approval for the survey
was obtained from the IHS Yakama Service Unit, the Warm Springs Service Unit, the
Northern Idaho Service Unit (Nez Perce), and the Yellow Hawk Service Unit (Umatilla).

A project coordinator was retained by CRITFC's Portland office to coordinate the
federal and tribal agencies involved in the survey, supervise interviewers, conduct the
operations of the survey, and oversee data entry. The coordinator was also
responsible for overseeing technical edits and statistical analyses prepared by a
private environmental consulting firm contracted by CRITFC.

USEPA provided the grant to fund the project, provided technical consultation, and
coordinated the development of the project protocol and questionnaire. Seattie-based
IHS staff assisted in development of the questionnaire and provided technical
consultation, a compilation of the Tribes’ IHS clinic lists from which the sample was
drawn, and a database program used to enter and analyze the collected data. CDC'’s
Division of Reproductive Health in Atlanta, GA conducted the interviewer training
sessions, provided technical consultation, and conducted the survey sample selection.
Tribal officials from the Warm Springs, Yakama, Umatilla, and Nez Perce Tribes
obtained office space that was used for conducting interviews and corresponding with
survey respondents.
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LLE

QUESTIONNAIRE NUMBER

———

1991 Columbia River InterTribal Flsh Commlisslon Survey of Fish Consumption and Related Issues

1 2 3 4
lVrIlS“li‘TE RVIEWER Month Day Month Day Month Day Month Day
DATE P . sl A - A
TIME ' il —— e N ' e
RESULT* — — i . .
NUMBER OF
INTERVIEWER i —— . i
NUMBER OF
SUPERVISOR e S, r——— S
* RESULT CODES: )

1 Cormpleled lalerview at homie . 7 Temporaslly not at home; re-visit necessary

} e A T .

4  Miassd appointment at cantral locatlon; need to raschedule 10 Pefusal during the Interview by the reapondont or othsr lamity member

3 Movad within aurvey area 11 Fospondent mentafly or physically dleabled o

8 Moved oul of aurvey araa 12 Other (Specily) Entry code: :
NAME: PHONE: : { )- -
ADDRESS: SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER;
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cLL

QUESTIONNAIRE NUMBER _ __ _ _

1991 Columbia River InterTribal Fish Commission Survey
of Fish Consumption and Related Issues

INTRGDUCTION

Hil My nama Is xxx0000000000¢¢ and | represent the (name of tribe of person being interviewed). We are conducting a
survey to understand fish eating patterns as well as other dietary patterns and health-related behaviors of Native Americans
In the Northwest. The Information given in this survey will assist the fname.of tribe] in documenting actusl rates of distary

fish consumption, ways in which fish meals are cooked and prepared, the types of fish specles regularly consumed, and
locations whare fish are caught or obtained.

NOTE TIME INTERVIEW BEGINS: __ _:  AM/PM

I-1 What was the month and year of your birth?

MONTH YEAR

(INTERVIEWER: CALCULATE AND REMEMBER AGE FOR LATER USE)

-2 So you are now years old? |




Ll

i1 1 am now going to ask you to remember all of

QUESTIONNAIRE NUMBER
-3 Are you an enrolled member of the [nams of tribe]?

*** IF NO, TERMINATE INTERVIEW **+
-4 SEX OF RESPONDENT

11-5 Do you live on the [name of irlbe]) reservation or off-reservation?

ON THE RESERVATION
OFF-RESERVATION

»,

the food and drinks that you ate yestarday, from the time you woke
up in the moming untif the ime you went to sleep for the night. In addition to asking you about the type of food, 1'll
show you some examples of serving sizes In order to determine the amount you actually ate,

[See 24 hour racall dietary Intake form]

B W . 23 d FE T T TN S I S S R A S T | O

}
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i
QUESTIONNAIRE NUMBER __ _ _
DIETARY INTAKE - 24 HOUR RECALL
Intske Day Interviewer's Opinion of information [nteke Mox
SUNDRY \oevirvrnneeerrensen T Thureday ..ouyeiinnin.. vwosB Rollabl® . uuvvrrensns S Fae e wikeaie ) TyYPlcal v vvrvnnrnes i et 5
KRB e i s i o B 2 YTENNY. conamrin e (] Unable 10 recall one or more Mol ....evueveres. 2 Considerably les than typleal ......
TUBSERY ¢ oscsnvsnsavipsiigs 3 Saturday ...iieiiniinenaane 7 Unteflable for other reasons .. ..sssisacrerasriee 3 Conalderably more than typlcal .....
Wednesday ......... veavsas 4
Where Prepared
1 = Home
2 = Restaurant
Time Eaten
A=AM P = PM .
Linea
Hour Min Amount
No. Food and Beverages (ozs.) - Complete Description
: i !
2 | ! E
3 i E
4 | E
s | ! :
6 ! ! |
o ‘.
8 ! ‘ - "
g | ! i
0 | ! i
11 ' :
o | ! !
13 _! :
14 : )
COMMENTS (Glva line no. when apprapriate):
4
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QUESTIONNAIRE NUMBER _ _ __ _
DIETARY INTAKE, CONTINUATION PAGE

Where Prepared
1 = Home
2 = Restaurant

Tims Eaten
A=AM P=PM

h’L‘? Hour Min Amount

Food and Beverages (0zs.) Complate Description

15
16
17
18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
26
27
28
29
20
31
32

R SO IR EUN AN Splion SNV Syl Hpmh RPN Spss SpRel SRR SRR TRl St Sl

KPS L N N O PN PN PR M U IR SN ANNR S SR RGP 2

COMMENTS (Glve line no. when appropriate):

.
v
L
¥
D)
\
L}
w
W
-
»
e
*
a
[
o
-
e
e
o
L
N
Nt
r
s
M
e
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QUESTIONNAIRE NUMBER

Il-2  During which two months of the year would you say you eat the most fish?

January ... ..., 1 SOPIOMBON - ovsiay 5 15 o maiem i s 9
PRDIUBDY 5.5 00r 50 55 5 § 558555 5 dotomene 2 EICIODOE" (rersnerevamsnsr s wm s evmmazom 10

IBIONE. sevsaenorcavesany 3o 4 5 5 LSOV RrRS 3 November..,,.............c.... 11
Apl e a G Ronons a n 8 , TO—— voeg B Deoember v« s s vvi s v i sinEsrERes 12
L - BB asee 5 Allmonthsthesame ............. 66
T 6 Never/rarely eat fish {Skip to Q. IV-2] . 77
MY o R RERAEADE 505 e moarmis R ¢ UINKIOWN « v s s vson o wassmpgans 88
August . .....,.. SO S R e 8

iI-3  During the months you Indicated you eat the most fish, about how many meals of fish do you eat on a weekly basis?
(Remember to include fish consumed for breakiast, lunch, dinner, and snacks).

Avg. # of fish meals weekly: {two highest months)

lli-4  During which two months would you say you usually eat the least fish?

OIS o ib 6056 5 5.0 555 MR nmememmvmns 1 September ........... . 00, 9
February .. ........couuns R 2 OCODEr « v 45 0 4 3 4 RF2EEE LETRE 5 10
Marel g vaunsaeiiois e e O November, ......oveeevennnnann 11

. 1 BT 2T D 4 DBCOMBEr « s i s svpsnvwas s s 8553 iV
MBY ussssas 03 3 B SEERT e SiiAnace . 5 All months the same ....... e @ 66
June L., wreisiie B Never/rarely eat fish [Skip to Q. IV-1] . 77
R R T P U 7 URKROWA 5 o6 mmmmpvioans s sn g8
BIOSE »ov ey o 6 5 0 55w R G 1D * All months except 2 marked

in question lll-2 are equally low ... 99
15 During the months you indicated you eat the least fish, about how many meals of fish do you eat on a weekly basis?

Avg. # of fish meals weekly: {two lowast months)

6
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QUESTIONNAIRE NUMBER _ _ _ _
-8 On average, throughout the year, about how many fish meals wesekly do you eat?

average # of fish meals weekiy: (throughout year)

Ii-7  What Is the average portion size of fish you eat In & moal that includss fish?
[SHOW THE RESPONDENT FOOD MODELS, AND ENTER THE AVERAGE SERVING SIZE IN OUNCES]

Average serving size {ounces):
-8 IF RESPONDENT IS YOUNGER THAN 30 YEARS OF AGE, SKIP TO QUESTION [II-9
8) Has the number(amount) of fish consumed by you or your family changed over the last 20 years?
Yes...1 No...2 *** [F NO, GO TO QUESTION [11.Q ##*
If yes, what has the change been?

OEEMOMO NSV MOW & &+« woissimis o586 658 85 » o o 1
satlessfishmow .........o0cvvvivvnnn... 2
eat different types of fishnow ............... 3

Why?

b) Can you estimate how many more fish meals weekly, or how meny less fish meals weekly, you or your family eat
now a&s compared to the time before your fish consumption changed?

now eat ___ fish meals more per week than before

now eat ____ fish meals /ess per week than bsfora

ii-9 1 am now going to ask you some questions on specific types of fish that can be obtained from the Columbla River

Basin. For each type of fish | mention, | am going to ask you several questions concerning how often you eat It and
which parts of the fish are usually eaten. [See TABLE 1]

- s & B . s &k & LAk b i3 ¥k kI $ 3333
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QUESTIONNAIRE NUMBER __ _ _ __
TABLE 1. Types of Fish and Parts Consumed (Respondent)

Type of Fish Average number of . : e
(cIrcle Yes if commonly eaten) meals per month | Fillet Skin Head Eggs Bones g:g::‘ .
Salmon and Steelhead Yes..1 lYes..1 [Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 | Yes..1
Yoes...1 No...2 No..2 |[No..2 |No..2 |No..2 [No..2 |[No..2
(f YES, go to next columns)
Lamprey (Eel) Yes..1 | Yes..1 [Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 | Yes..1
Yes...1 No...2 No..2 [Na..2 [No..2 [No..2 |No..2 [No..2
Resldent Trout Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 [Yes..1 {Yes..1 | Yes.. 1
Yes...1 No...2 No..2 [Noa,.2 |{No..2 |No..2 [No.,2 |No..2
Smelt Yes..1 [Yes..1 |Yes..1 {Yes..1 |Yes..% | Yes..1
Yes...1i No...2 ‘No..2 [No..2 {No..2 |No..2 |No..2 |No..2
Whitefish Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 [Yes..1 | Yes..1 | Yes. .1
Yes...1 No...2 No..2 |No..2 |[No..2 |No..2 [No..2 |No..2
Sturgeon : Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 | Yes. .1
Yes...1 No...2 No..2 | No..2 |No..2 [No..2 |No..2 [No..2
Walleye : Yes..1 | Yes..1 |Yes..9 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 | Yes. .1
Yes...1 No...2 ; No..2 [No..2 [No..2 [No..2 [No..2 [No..2
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QUESTIONNAIRE NUMBER

(CONTINUED) : ? TEnG
Average number of [~ - S B
Type of Fish meals per month Fillet Skin Head Eggs Bones | Qther
Organs
Squawfish | Yos..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 | Yes..1
Yos...1 No...2 No..2 |No..2 |[No..2 | No..2 |No..2 |No..2
Sucker Yes.. 1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 {Yes..1 |[Yes..1 | Yas.. 1
Yes...1 No...2 No..2 |No..2 |No..2 [No..2 |No..2 {No..2
Shad Yes..1 | Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 | Yes..1
Yes...1 No.,.2 No,..2 |No..2 |No..2 |No..2 |[No..2 JNo..2
OTHERS (fist)
] Yes..1 { Yes..1 | Yes. .1 |Yes..1 }Yes..1 | Yes.. 1
No..2 {No..2 |No..2 [No..2 [No..2 |No..2
5 Yos..1 | Yes..1 |Yes..1 |VYes..1 [Yes..1 | Yes. .1
No..2 {No..2 |No..2 |No..2 |No..2 |No..2
3 Yes..1 |Yes..1 [Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 | Yes. .1
No..2 |No..2 |No..2 |No..2 |No..2 {No..2
9
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QUESTIONNAIRE NUMBER _ _ _ _

V-1 Please tell me about how fish Is usually {throughout the year) prepared or cooked In your home (more than 1 selection from
the following may be given). Please also Indicate how often fish Is prepared/cooked in that particular manner.

Table 2
i HOW OFTEN? —I
yig fishiaver.. Once a week | Less than once & week, but more | Less than once
or more than or equal to once a month a mqnth
a. pan-fried? Yos ... 1 —> ' )
No ...2gotob. 1 2 3
b. deep frled? (- D R . '
: No ...2gotoc. 1 . 2 ' 3
¢. poached in water? Yos ... 1 wee>
; No ...2gotod. 1. 2 3
d. bolled as soup or stew? Yes...1 w—>
No ...2gotos, 1- 2 3
8. baked? Yos...1 >
A No ...2¢gotof. 1 2 3.
f. brolied? Yos ., .1 ——>
No ...2gotog. 1 2 3
g. smoked? Yos ... 1 o> .
No ...2qgotoh. 1 2 3
h. drfed or YOS ... 1 —> :
@ed Into a powder? No ...2¢gotol. 1 2 3
l. eaten raw? YOS ... 1 e
No ...2qotal. i 2 . 3
h roasted over an cpen Yes. .. { ~—> . :
re or barbscued? No ...2gotok, 1 2 3
k. canned? . Yes ... 1w—>
No ...2qgotal. 1 2 3

10
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QUESTIONNAIRE NUMBER

——— —

V-2 Do you regularly prepare the meals in your household?
Yes... 1 No...2

V-3 Are there any children 5 years or younger living in this household?
Yas...1 Na...2

" IF NO, GO TO QUESTION V-9

IV-4 Please provide the following Information for the youngsst person in your household who Is 5 years of age or less:

First Name

Sex Mels..... 1
Female. 2

Weight _ _ pounds

Height _ feset, _ _ Inches

V-5 Throughout tha year, what Is the average portion size of fish this child eats in a meal thet Includes fish?
[SHOW THE RESPONDENT FOOD MODELS, AND ENTER THE AVERAGE SERVING SIZE IN OUNCES]

-

Average serving size (ounces): _ __ounces 77 = Eats no fish

IV-6 A few minutes ago you described which types of fish you eat and which parts are normally consumed. This
information was put Into Table 1 (SHOW TABLE). For the child listed in question 4, please provide the same
information on the separate Table 3 (DURING THE INTERVIEW, THE INTERVIEWER SHOULD SHOW THE

PREVIOUSLY COMPLETED TABLE 1 AND ASK THE RESPONDENT TO CONCENTRATE ON THE DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN WHAT THEY EAT AND WHAT THE CHILD EATS.)

kR
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QUESTIONNAIRE NUMBER __ _ _ _
TABLE 3. FOR CHILD UNDER FIVE: Types of Fish and Parts Consumed

Type of Fish § Average number of
(clrcle Yes If commonly eaten) | meals per month | Fillet | Skin

Organs
Salmon and Steslhead Yes..1 | Yes..1 |Yes..1 |{Yes..1 [Yes..1 | Yes.. 1
Yes...,1 No...2 No..2 [No..2 [No..2 |[No..2 [No..2 [No..2
(If YES, go to next columns) :
Lamprey (Eel) ' Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 | Yes..1
Yes...1 No...2 No..2 |No..2 {No..2 {No..2 [No..2 {No..2
Reslidsnt Trout Yes..1 | Yes,.1 | Yes..1 |Yes.,1 |Yes..1 | Yes..1
Yes...1 No...2 ' No..2 [No..2 INo..2 [No..2 [No..2 [No..2
Smeh Yeos..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 [Yes..1 [Yes..1 | Yes..1
Yes...1 No...2 No..2 [No..2 |No..2 |No..2 [No..2 | No..2
Whitefish Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 | Yos..1
Yes...1 No...2 No..2 |No..2 |No..2 [No..2 | No.i2 |No..2
Sturgeon : Yes..1 |Yes..1 [Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 | Yes..1
Yes...1 No.,..2 No..2 |No..2 [No,.2 [No..2 [No..2 [No..2
Walleye ' ' , Yes..q |Yes..1 [Yes..1 [Yes..1 [Yes..1 | Yes. .1
Yes...1 No...2 No..2 |No..2 |No:.2 |[No..2 {No..2 |No..2

12




gCl

QUESTIONNAIRE NUMBER _

—

—

(CONTINUED) : Baclas
Average number of RSl s R
Type of Fish meals per month Skin Eggs
Squawfish Yes..1 |Yes..1 lYes..1 | Yes.. 1
Yes...1 No...2 No..2 |No..2 |Np..2 |No..2 |No..2 | No..2
Sucker Yes., |Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1T | Yes..1 | Yes..1
Yes...1 No...2 No..2 |No..2 |No..2 [No..2 |No..2 |No..2
Shad Yes..1 |Yes..1 {Yes..1 {Yes..1 |Yes..1 ] Yes..1
Yes...1 No...2 Ne..2 |No..2 |No..2 |No..2 |[Nc..2 | No..2
OTHERS (list) )
’ Yes..1 | Yes..1 |Yes..1 | Yes..1 | Yes,.1 | Yes.. 1
No..2 |No..2 |No..2 [No..2 [No..2 |No,.2
9 Yes..1 1V¥ese..1 {VYos..1 |¥Yes..1 | V¥Yo3..1 | Yes..1
No..2 |[No..2 {No..2 [No.,2 [No..2 | No..2
5 Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 |Yes..1 | Yes..1
No..2 | No..2 |[No..2 |No..2 {No..2 | No..2
13
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QUESTIONNAIRE NUMBER

V-7 On averags, throughout the entire year, about how many fish meals weekly does the child eat?
Average number of fish meals weekly

IV-8 At what age (in months) did the child begin eating meals that include fish?
— .. months
7 7 = not yet
8 8 = unknown
V-9 IF RESPONDENT IS MALE, SKIP TO NEXT SECTION
The next few questions are belng asked 1o get better information on the diet of very young children.
Have you ever glven birth? Yes. .. 1 No...2
IF NO, SKIP TO NEXT SECTION

IV-10 In what month and year was your last child born? _ _ month 19 — . year
IV-11 Was this baby breast fed? Yes...d No...2

IF NO, SKIP TO NEXT SECTION
IV-12 At what age (In months) did you stop breast feeding this child?

— . months ——> SKIP TO NEXT SECTION
7 7 = still breast feeding ——-> CONTINUE TO QUESTION [V-13

IV-13 At what age (In months) do you plan to stop breast feeding your child? _ __ months

14
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" QUESTIONNAIRE NUMBER

V-1 Do you catch fish for either personal consumption or for use by your Tribe In some way?
Yes...1 No...2

IF NO, SKIP TO QUESTION V-4

V-2 Please Indicate on this map (show map) where you usually catch the following fish specles.
REFER TO MAP TO HIGHLIGHT (numbered) POINTS ON THE RIVER

(llst numbers of sites) 0 = Dossn’t catch this type of fish

Salmon & Steethaad
Lamprey (eel)
Resldent Trout
Smelt

Whitefish

Sturgeon

Walleye

Squawfish

Sucker

Shad

J

} Y 3

———

}
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V-3 About how far from home do you usually travel to fish?

QUESTIONNAIRE NUMBER

05 ¥ 1) T S T 1
BAD OB . 6.0 BT e eI R SR a8 5.6 % 6 2
TTISMEE v o i s vav s nssiasniinsis s e 3
TG20NMMEE i s o s snitiaionnds e eHaEE & @ s 4
21-25 MBS .. viv it e 5
EE-D0 MO ¢ s ot G T AR ke i e e 6
BIZBIMBOS! i« ¢ v i svisis hims o8 6 2B e sd i4 54 7
76-100 miles ..... S 6 S T S o ) 8
mare than 100 miles ..... NN GRS R 9

V-4 Of all the fish you eat, approximately what percent do you get from: (INTERVIEWER: READ OPTIONS)

Fish caught by yourself or family members
Grocery stores
Other sources:

Friends who fish

Cersmonies

Distribution by the tribe

Other (list)

IRy

16
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QUESTIONNAIRE NUMBER

1) On averags, throughout the year, how often do you attend ceremonies or other community events?

never (—> Endofinterview) ..................... 0
less than 1 timepermonth .. .....c.oovvevnenennen. 1
13 timespermonth .,........ € S R A 2
48tMesParmonth o ..ovovvnieenerveiencannans 3
more than 6 times permonth ,...... ST LR 8 58 4
2) How often do you eat fish at these ceremonles?
rarely/never (—> End of Interview) . .............. 0
less than 1/2 of the ceremonies orevents . .......... 1
at about 1/2 of the ceremonies orevents .. .. ........ 2
at neerly all ceremonles orevents ................. 3

3) How much fish do you ususlly censume at each of these avents?

nona llllllll L I I I I e N B N ) 0

1-2 6oz servings . .. .. S8 B BN E b B G REeG § E 5k 1

e BOR BOVIIOR « v eomw ww s v s 0 0 wommmcssmaiem 66 § s & 2

SO OORBOVINGS . oicovvvtinnsor smmmsminmames s s » 3

more than 6 Boz servings ............ Vg . b e 4

m
CONCLUSION

Again, thank you for your cooperation in participating In this survey, Your participation will significantly contribute to

_Information needed to help protect your natural resources and provide guldance for public health programs for your tribe,

NOTE TIME INTERVIEW ENDS: __

17
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APPENDIX 6: List of Resident Fish Species in the Columbia River Basin

Squawfish
Northern Squawfish - Ptychocheilus oregonensis

Sturgeon
White Sturgeon - Acipenser transmontanus
(populations above Bonneville Dam)

Suckermouth
Longnose suck - Catostomus catostomus
Bridgelip suckermouth - Catostomus columbianus
White suckermouths - Catostomus commersoni
Largescale suckers - Catostomus macrocheilus
Mountain Sucker - Catostomus platyrhynchus

Trout
Brown Trout - Salmo trutta
Bull Trout - Salvelinus confluentus
Brook Trout - Salvelinus fontinalis
Lake Trout - Salvelinus namaycush

Walleye
Stizostedion vitreum

Whitefish

Lake Whitefish - Coregonus clupeaformis
Mountain Whitefish - Prosopium williamsoni

128




APPENDIX 7: List of Anadromous Fish Species in the Columbia River Basin

Salmon
Sea-run cutthroat trout - Oncorhyncus clarki
"Pink salmon - Oncorhyncus gorbuscha
Chum salmon - Oncorhyncus keta
Coho salmon - Oncorhyncus kisutch
Rainbow-Steelhead Trout - Oncorhyncus mykiss
Sockeye salmon - Oncorhyncus nerka
Chinook salmon - Oncorhyncus tshawytscha

Lamprey
Pacific Brook Lamprey - Lampetra pacifica
Western Brook Lamprey - Lampetra richardsoni
Pacific Lamprey - Lampetra tridentata

Shad
American Shad - Al/osasapid issima

Smelt

Longfin Smelt - Spirinchus thaleichthys
Eulachon - Thaleichthys pacificus

Sturgeon

White Sturgeon - Acipenser transmontanus
(populations below Bonneville Dam)

129
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APPENDIX 8: List of Other Fish Species in the Columbia River Basin

Bass
Micropterus spp.
Largemouth Bass - Micropterus salmoides

Bluegill
Lepomis macrochinus

Cod
Gadus spp:

Crappie
Black crappie - Pomoxis nigromaculatus

Catfish
Channel catfish - Ictalurus punctatus
Halibut '
Hippoglossus spp.

Perch

Perca spp.
Yellow Perch

Perca flavescens

Red Snapper
-~ Sebastodes ruberrimus

130
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APPENDIX 10: Sample Letter from Tribal Government Requesting Participation
in the Survey

Dear --,

| am pleased to inform you that you have been selected to take part in the Columbia River Basin Fish Consumption Survey
sponsored by the — Tribes. Approximately 125 tribal members will be surveyed to obtain information about fish
consumption. The information collected will be used to ensure that state and federal governments are adequately protecting
the water resources upon which our fisheries and our tribal members depend.

Please sign up for an interview by calling (###) any time of the day or night beginning on October 21st. Interviews will be
held Monday through Friday, October 31 - November 20 at the Community Counselling Center {(phone: ###). See the
enclosed schedule for interview time. '

The information which you provide during the interview and your identity will be kept completely confidential. In addition,
you will receive a $40 after the questionnaire is completed and verified to cover time and transportation expenses to the
Counselling Center office.

If you are unable to attend an interview, please call the above number anyway to verify your address.

The information that you provide is extremely important to the welfare of the Tribe. Your assistance is appreciated.

Sincerely,

Chairman,
Off-Reservation Fish and Wildlife Committee
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APPENDIX 11: Job Announcements for Survey Coordinators and Interviewers

Job Announcement

POSITION: Survey Interviewer
PROGRAM: Columbia River Basin Fish Consumption Survey

DUTIES: 1. Participates in tribe survey to obtain information about fish consumption of tribal members in an
effort to better protect tribal fishing rights.
2. Participates in training session from September - in "The Dalles™ Oregon.
3. Assists in scheduling of interviews as needed.
4, Conducts prescheduled interviews of respondents at designated locations and house-to-house and records
responsas on survey questionnaire. Keeps complete records of respondents and surveys conducted. Reviews
completed questionnaires to assure all required data is present. Must assure strict confidentiality of participants
and information obtained.
5. Provides survey participants with incentive payment checks.
6. Meets regularly with local coordinator to turn in and review completed work.
QUALIFICATIONS:
1. Knowledge and/or experience in conducting personal interviews.
2. Ability and skill in effectively communicating and interacting with individuals and groups of a variety of age,
economic, and educational ranges.
3. Must be member of the tribe and be able to understand and speak the native dialect.
4. Graduation from high school required. College experience preferred.
5. Experience in conducting surveys preferred.
6. Required to provide own means of transportation to conduct interviews.
7. Ability to maintain confidentiality of participants and information.
8. Dependability in areas of promptness, timeliness, and accomplishing assignments.
9. Ability to exercise self-initiative in performing the work at an acceptable level with little supervision.
SALARY: ( positions)

$6/hour

These are temporary positions that will be expected to last approximately 15 days but may last longer or shorter depending
on the length of the project, Interviewers will be compensated for any travel which is necessary after completion of the
project. At least one interviewer must be female as female participants may not be willing to provide certain information of
a personal nature to members of the opposite sex.

Please send Cover letter and Resume to:

Harold Shepherd

Survey Coordinator

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission
975 S.E. Sandy Blvd., Suite 202

Portiand, Oregon 97214

133
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APPENDIX 11 {(cont'd)

Job_Announcement .

POSITION: Local Coordinator

PROGRAM:; Columbia River Basin Fish Consumption Survey

DUTIES: 1. Participates in tribe survey to obtain information about fish consumption of tribal
members in an effort to better protect tribal fishing rights.
2. Participates in training session from September ____ - in "The Dalles" Oregon.
3. Supervising, training, observing, evaluating, and retraining interviewers and assisting
interviewers with difficult cases.
4. Maintenance of production standards, reviewing work for completeness and accuracy;
reassigning for further work when necessary. Transmitting completed materials to Survey
Coordinator.
5. Assists in scheduling of interviews as needed.
6. Conducts prescheduled interviews of respondents at designated locations and house-to-house
and records responses on survey questionnaire. Keeps complete records of respondents and
surveys conducted. Reviews completed questionnaires to assure all required data is present. Must
assure strict confidentiality of participants and information obtained.
7. Provides survey participants with incentive payment checks.
8. Meets regularly with Survey Coordinator to review completed questicnnaires and discuss
progress, problems, etc.

QUALIFICATIONS: )
1. Experience and/or knowledge in conducting personal interviews. :
2. Ability and skill in effectively communicating and interacting with individuals and groups in a
variety of age, economic, and educational ranges. Ability to train others to use these techniques.
3. Must be member of the tribe and be able to understand and speak the native
dialect.
4. Graduation from high school required. College experience preferred.
5. Experience in conducting surveys preferred.
6. Required to provide own means of transportation to conduct interviews.
7. Ability to maintain confidentiality of participants and information.
8. Dependability in areas of promptness, timeliness, and accomplishing assignments.
9. Ability to exercise self-initiative in performing work and ensuring that interviewers perform work
at an acceptable level.

—

SALARY: $8/hour.

This is a temporary position that will be expected to last approximately 15 days but may last longer or shorter
depending on the length of the project. The Coordinator will be compensated for any travel which is
necessary after completion of the project. Please send Cover letter and Resume to:

Harold Shepherd

Survey Coordinator

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission
975 S.E. Sandy Bivd., Suite 202

Portland, Oregon 97214
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APPENDIX 12: Locations of Tribal Members from Interview Site and Reasons
for Not Participating

Locations of Yakama Surveyed Individuals
Interview Site: Toppenish, WA Administrative Buﬂdlng

Unweighted Unweighted Miles from
City/Town Frequency Percent Interview Site
Wapato, WA 42 34.2% 8
Toppenish, WA 30 24.5% <5
White Swan, WA | 20 16.3% 21
Brownstown, WA 6 5.0% 18
Goldendale, WA 3 2.4% 48
Granger, WA 3 2.4% 12
Harrah, WA 3 2.49(; 15
Seattle, WA 3 2.4% 158
Zillah, WA 2 1.6% 6
Parker, WA 2 1.6% 12
Yakama, WA 2 1.6% 23
Dallesport, WA 2 1.6% 80
Lyle, WA 1 0.8% 86
Pendleton, OR 1 0.8% 118
Juliaetta 1 0.8% 206
Klickitat 1 0.8% 70
Unknown 1 0.8% -
Total 123 100%
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APPENDIX 12 (cont’d)

Locations of Yakama Non-Surveyed Individuals and Reasons Given for Not
Participating

Unweighted Unweighted Miles from Reasons (unweighted

City/Town Frequency Percent Interview Site frequency)
Toppenish, WA 20 34.0% <5 NP(9);NRL(11)
Wapato, WA 1 18.6% 8 NP{6);NRL(5)
White Swan, WA 13 22% 21 NP(7);NRL(6)
Yakima, WA 6 10.2% 23 NP(3);NRL(3)
Brownstown, WA 2 3.5% 18 NP(1)
Unknown 2 3.5% - NRL{(2)
Zillah, WA 1 1.7% 6 NRL(1)
The Dalles, OR 1 1.7% 79 NRL(1)
Goldendale, WA 1 1.7% 48 NP(1)
Harrah, WA 1 1.7% 15 NRL(1)
Parker, WA 1 1.7% 12 NP(1)
Total 59 100%

Legend for Reasons: NP = No Phone; NRL = No Reason Listed |
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APPENDIX 12 (cont'd)

Locations of Warm Springs Surveyed Individuals
Interview Site: Warm Springs, OR Community Center

Unweighted Unweighted Miles from Interview
City/Town Frequency Percent Site
Warm Springs, OR 124 98.4% <25
Madras, OR 2 1.6% 15
Total _1 26 100%

Locations of Warm Springs Non-Surveyed Individuals and Reasons Given for Not

Participating

Unweighted
Frequency

Unweighted
Percent

Miles from
Interview Site

Reason (unweighted
frequency)

Madras, OR M(2)

Portland, OR 1 2% 100 M(1)

Parker, WA 1 2% 185 M(1)

Salem, OR 1 2% 165 M(1)

Warm Springs, OR 49 90% <25 NRL(21);M(12);TR(4);
NP{4);MA(3);WP(2);
MP(1);D(1);RI(1)

Total 54 100%

+egend for Reasons: M = moved out of survey area; NRL =no reason listed; TR =total refusal; NP=no phone or
disconnected; MA =missed appointment; WP =wrong phone number; MP =mental/physical disability; D =deceased;
Rl =refusal during interview
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APPENDIX 12 (cont’d)

Location of Umatilla Surveyed Individuals
Interview Site: Mission, OR Tribal Council Chambers, Board of Trustees, Tribal
Headquarters

Unweighted Unweighted Miles from Interview Site
City/Town Frequency Percent
Pendleton, OR 102 77.8% 5
Adams, OR 156 11.4% 19
Pilot Rock, OR 6 4.6% 20
Weston, OR K 2.3% 27
Cayuse, OR 2 1.5% 6
Irrigon, OR 1 0.8% 60
Athea, OR 1 0.8% 25
La Grande, OR 1 0.8% 55
Total 131 100%
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APPENDIX 12 (cont'd’)

Location of Umatilla Non-Surveyed Individuals and Reasons Given for Not

Participating
Unweighted Unweighted Miles from Reason (unweighted I
City/Town Frequency Percent Interview Site frequency)
Pendleton, OR 31 63.3% 5 M{16);NP(4);MP(3); TR(3)
NH(3);R(1);D(1)
Adams, OR 6 12.2% 19 M(4);NH(1);D(1)
Cayuse, OR 4 8.2% 6 TR(2);NH(1);D(1) A
Milton Freewater 3 6.1% 34 NP(3)
Pilot Rock, OR 2 4.1% 20 NP{1);M(1)
Hermiston, OR 2 4.1% 36 NP({1};M(1)
La Grande, OR 1 2.0% 55 M(1)
Total 49 100% -

139

Legend for Reagsons: R = removed from survey, unreliable; NH = not at home; M = moved out of survey area; D
= deceased; TR = total refusal; M = mental/physical disability; NP = no phone or phone disconnected
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APPENDIX 12 (cont’d)

Location of Nez Perce Surveyed Individuals

Interview Site: Lapwai, ID at Northern Idaho Public Health Service

Unweighted Unweighted Miles from |

L City/Town Frequency Percent Interview Site

Lapwai, ID 83 62.2% <10

Kamiah, ID 19 14.3% 60

Clarkston, WA 5 3.8% 14

Culdesac, ID 4 3.0% 9

Kooskia, ID 4 3.0% 68

Lewiston, ID 7 5.3% 13

Spaulding, ID 3 2.3% 4

Juliaetta, ID 3 2.2% 16

Moscow, ID 2 1.5% 36

Asotin, ID 1 0.8% 18

Spokane, WA 1 0.8% 123

Orofino, ID 1 0.8% 35

Total 133 100%
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APPENDIX 12 (cont’d)

Location of Nez Perce Non-Surveyed Individuals and Reasons Given for Not

Participating
Unweighted Unweighted Miles from Interview Reason (Unweighted
City/Town Frequency Percent Site frequency)
Lapwai, ID 24 34.8% <10 M(12);TR{B);:NH(1);
D(1);NRL(4)
Kamiah, D 12 17.4% 60 TR(9);M(1);NRL(2) .
Lewiston, 1D 8 11.6% 13 TR(6);M(2)
Moscow, ID 5 7.3% 36 TR(5)
Clarkston, WA 5 7.3% 14 TR(3);M(2)
Winchester, ID 2 2.9% 23 TR(2)
Culdesac, ID 2 2.9% 9 TR(1);M(1)
Kooskia, ID 3 4.4% 68 TR(2);M(1)
Lenore, ID 1 1.4% 17 TR(1)
Pullman, WA 1 1.4% 36 TR(1)
Spaulding, 1D 1 1.4% 4 M(1)
Asotin, 1D 1 1.4% 18 TR(1)
Madras, OR 1 1.4% 365 0(1) not member
Grangevil' - 1D 1 1.4% 61 TR(1) il
Juliaetta, ID 1 1.4% 16 TR(1)
Ppck, ID 1 1.4% 38 TR(1)
Total 69 100%
Legend for Reasons: M = moved out of survey area; NH = not at home; revisit necessary;
= deceased; TE = total refusal; O = other |
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APPENDIX 13:

Fish Consumption of Persons Who Fish for Personal

Consumption or for Use by Their Tribe

Weighted Weighted Weighted SE
Harvest Fish N Percent Mean (gpd)
No 245 51.7 657.8 5.70
Yes 263 48.3 69.9 4.61
Total 498 100 £8.8 3.65

**4 outliers not included
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APPENDIX 14:

Number of Fish Meals Consumed by Adults per Week - High Months (May and

Consumption Data for Months of Highest Fish Consumption
(May and June)

June)
Weighted

Number of Unweighted Weighted Cumulative
meals Frequency Percent Percent
0.0 1 0.4% 0.4%
0.2 1 0.4% 0.8%
0.4 7 - 1.7% 2.5%
0.5 3 1.1% 3.6%
1.0 62 26.5% 30.2%
2.0 53 25.4% 56.6%
3.0 36 19.2% 74.8%
4.0 25 12.8% 87.5%
5.0 7 3.3% 90.9%
6.0 3 2.6% 93.4%
7.0 5 1.9% 96.3%
10.0 2 0.6% 95.9%
12.0 2 2.2% 98.1%
14.0 1 0.4% 98.5%
15.0 2 1.5% 100%
';;tal 210 100%
N = 210

RR = 99.6%

Weighted Mean = 2.93 meais
Weighted SE = 0.18
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APPENDIX 14 (cont’d)

Fish Consumption for May and June by Age

Unweighted Weighted Weighted Waighted
Age (years) Frequency Percent Mean (gpd) SE
18 -39 114 55.4% 130 12.8
40 - 59 65 31.4% 78.86 6.7
60 & older 31 13.2% 82.9 11.56
Total 210 100% 108 7.63
Fish Consumptidn for May and June by Sex
_ Weighted Weighted Weighted
Frequency Percent Mean {gpd) SE
Female 119 58.3 4 97.3 9.4
Male 91 41.7% 122.1 12.6
u Total 210 100% 107.8 7.63

Summary of Consumption Rates During May and June

Rate of
consumption

N

Weighted
Mean (gpd)

Weighted SE

. . 1
grams/day 210 108 7.63

meals/week

210

2.93

0.18
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APPENDIX 15:

Number of Fish Meals Consumed by Adults per Week - Low Months (January and

Consumption Data for Months of Lowest Fish Consumption
(January and December)

December)
Weighted

Number Unweighted Weighted Cumulative
of meals Frequency Percent Percent
0.0 64 25.9% 25.9%
0.1 1 0.3% 26.2%
0.2 26 7.1% 33.3%
0.4 7 1.7% 35.0%
05 5 1.5% 36.5%
0.6 1 0.3% 36.8%
1.0 94 50.7% 87.5%
20 14 7.9% 95.4%
3.0 5 2.7% 98.1%
4.0 3 1.6% 99.6%
6.0 1 0.4% 100%
Total 221 100%

N = 221
Weighted Mean = 0.86 meals
Weighted SE = 0.06
RR = 97.6%
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APPENDIX 15 (cont'd)

Fish Consumption for January and December by Age

Unweighted Weighted Weighted Weighted
+ Age (years) Frequency Percent Mean (gpd) SE
18 -39 131 58.1 27.1 2.8
40 - 59 72 33.2 31.6 3.1
60 & older 18 8.62 50.9 11.8
Total 221 100 30.7 2.2

Fish Consumption for January and December by Sex

Unweighted Weighted Weighted Weighted
Sex Frequency Percent Mean (gpd) SE
Female 128 58.3 32.9 3.2
Male 93 41.7 27.5 2.7
Total 221 100 30.7 2.2

Summary of Consumption Rates for January and December

Rate of Weighted Mean
consumption N (gpd) Weighted SE
|
| Grams/day 221 30.7 2.19
II Moeals/week 221 0.86 0.06

—
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APPENDIX 16: Comparison of Fish Consumption (gpd) Throughout the Year of
Persons Who Ate Fish in the 24 Hours Preceding the Survey vs.
Persons Who Did Not Eat Fish in That Time Period

Ate Weighted Weighted SE | Response Rate
Fish N Mean
No 402 §7.9 4.28
97.5%
Yes 98 61.8 6.03

**4 outliers not included
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APPENDIX 17: Consumption Rates of Women Who Have Given Birth and Who

Breastfeed

Consumption by Women Who Have Given Birth Compared to Those Who Have Not

Given Birth

Weighted Woeighted Weighted SE
Women N Percant Mean (gpd)
Have Not Given Birth | 33 11.9 40.9 12.7
Have Given Birth 242 88.1 57.7 5.21 l
Total 278 100 56.9 =l4.~83 ||

**1 outlier not included

Consumption by Women Who Have Breastfed Compared to Those Who Have Had
Children But Do Not Breastfeed

Breastfed the Child 103 41.8 69.1 6.42
Total 239 100 58.0 5.27
= ————

=+1 outlier not included
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APPENDIX 18: Chi-Sqdare Test Comparisons of Fish Parts Consumed

The Chi-square test was used to compare the frequencies of consumption of each
fish part among the four anadromous species and among the six resident species,
with the following results (** indicates significant differences among species):

Anadromous Species

Fish Part  Chi-square value p-valueSignificance
fillet 44.8 p < 0.005 **
skin 157.2 p < 0.005 **
head 83.7 p < 0.005 **
eggs 144.9 p < 0.005 **
- bones 61.4 p < 0.005 **

organs .118.1 p < 0.005 ** o

Resident Species
Eish Part - value p-value  Significance
fillet 7.92 p > 0.10
skin 115.0 p < 0.005 **
head 9.65 p > 0.05
eggs 23.29 p < 0.005 **
bones 5.33 p > 0.05
organs 5.04 p > 0.05
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APPENDIX 19:

Increase and Decrease in Weekly Fish Meals Over the Last

Years
: Weighted
Increase in Unweighted Waeighted Cumulative
I e ey i

0.0 2 4.4% 4.4%

0.1 1 0.7% 5.2%

0.2 1 0.7% 5.39%

0.3 3 2.2% 8.1%

04 B 4.2% 12.4%
0.5 1 1.3% 13.6%
0.6 1 0.7% 14.4%
1.0 30 39.8% 54.1%
2.0 15 26.9% 81.0%
3.0 | 8 8.9% 89.5%
6.0 1 3.7% 93.6%
120 1 1.4% 85.0%
14.0 1 3.7% 98.7%

N=72
Woeighted Mean = 2.41 meais
Weighted SE = 0.37
RR = 100%

150

20




APPENDIX 18 (cont'd):

Decrease in Weekly Fish Meals Over the Last 20 Years

0.2 3 1.3% 6.5%
0.3 2 1.0% 7.5%

0.4 2 0.6% 8.1%

0.5 4 3.1% 11.2%

0.6 1 0.3% 11.5% Y
0.8 1 0.5% 12.0%

0.9 1 0.3% 12.3%

1.0 38 28.2% 40.5%

1.3 1 0.3% 40.8%

1.5 1 1.5% 42.2% _
1.8 1 0.5% 42.7% ﬁ
20 29 17.0% 69.8%

3.0 28 18.9% 78.7%

4.0 7 7.2% 85.9%

5.0 4 3.7% 89.6%

6.0 9 4.5% 94.1%

7.0 1 0.6% 94.7%

8.0 1 0.3% 94.9%

9.0 1 0.6% 96,5%

12.0 1 0.6% 96.1%

14.0 2 0.8% 96.9%

16.0 1 0.5% 97.4%

16.0 1 1.5% 98.9%

17.0 1 0.3% 99.2%

20.0 2 0.8% 100%

Total 145 100%
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Daecrease in
Meals

N = 148

RR = 100%

Weighted Mean = 2.83 meats
Weighted SE = 0.28

Unweighted
Frequency

— e ————————
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APPENDIX 20: Age of Infant When Breast Feeding Ceased or Will Cease

5.0 9 8.1% 45.2%

N = 99
Weighted Mean = 7.64 monthe
Weighted SE = 0.62

RR = 94.3%
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Appendix 21: Chi-Square Analysis of Food Preparauon Methods-Use and

Frequencies

Pan frying is used by significantly fnore individuals than boiling (Chi-squai'e :
= 4.99; 0.025 < p < 0.05), and thus significantly more often than all of the
other less frequently used methods except for canning;

Canning and boiling are used by significantly more individuals than drying
(Chi-square = 8.26 for the former and 4.28 for the latter; p < 0.005 for the
former and p < 0.05 for the latter};

Roasting, drying, and smoking are used by significantly more individuals than
broiling (Chi-square = 69.14 to 98.68; p < 0.005});

Broiling is used by significantly more individuals than deep frying (Chi-square
= 21.96; p < 0.005);

\,.

.Deep frying is used by significantly more mdwuduals than poachmg (Chi-

square = 9.56; p < 0.005); and

Poaching is used by significantly more individuals than eating raw (Chi-square
= 49.42; p < 0.005).
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APPENDIX 22: Percent of Fish Obtained From Various Sources
= - S—
SOURCES '
Youreeli/ Storee Friends Ceremonles Tribal “ Other
Percent of Family Distribution
Fialy = Unwtd | Wid. Unwt | Wd. Unwt | Wad. Unwt | wid. Unwtd | Wid. Unwid | wad.
Freq. Percent d Percent Parcent d ‘Parcent Freq. Percant Fraq. Percent
Fraq. Freq.
f 0.0% 112 52.1% 262 | B1.2% 185° 44.4% " 403 84.2%
1.0-5.0% 16 6.5% 60 11.1% 30 7.3% u 34 6.9%
8.0-10.0% as 9.6% " 82 11.8% 45 10.9% " 28 2.5%
11.0-16.0% 7 2.2% n 18 4.1% 2.4% " 9 1.1%
18.0-20.0% 31 7.3% 28 5.0% 5.0% " 10 1.0%
21.0-26.0% 22 u 4.7% 18 3.7% B.9% “ 7 1.0%
Pt 26.0-30.0% 8 i “ 3.2% 9 1.3% 3.2% 4 0.7%
- 31.0-35.0% * “f| & i 1.0% 4 1.0% 0.7% 1 | oa%
36.0-40.0% 16 u 2.3% 12 2.3% 1.8% 1 0.1% !
41.0-45.0% 2 0.5% 1 0.4% 0 0.0% 1 0.1% 0.0% 1 0.4%
48.0-50.0% || 94 170% || 17 3.6% 27 74% |l 29 B.4% 8.0% 2 0.5%
51.0-56.0% 1 0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.4% 0.2% 0 0.0%
£6.0-80.0% 13 2.8% 1 0.1% 4 0.6% 3 0.8% 1.3% 0 0.0%
81.0-86.0% 1 0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% . 0 0.0% 0.2% 0 0.0%
“ 86.0-70.0% 9 2.3% 3 0.8% 1 0.4% 0 0.0% 1.1% 1 0.1% l
" 71.6-75.0% a8 7.6% 0 0.0% 1 0.4% 2 0.8% 1.3% 0 0.0% u
u 76.0-80.0% 27 6.6% II 3 0.7% 3 0.9% 4 0.6% 1.3% 0 0.0% II
¢ _ ' . : o ST )
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H SOURCES )

Yoursalf/ Storas Tribal Other
Percent of Family Distribution
Fleh

Unwtd | Wtd. Unwt Witd. Unwt Wid. Whd. Unwtd | Wrd, Unwtd | Wid.

Freq. Parcent d Percant d Percent Percent Freq. Parcent Fraq. Percent

’ Freq.
(———

81.0-85.0% v} 0.0%
88.0-50.0% 21 6.2% 3 0.6% 3 0.6% 1 0.1%
91,0-95.0% B 0.8% 3 0.4% 1 0.4% 0 0.0%
88.0-100% u 45 11.9% 3 1.0% 2 3.0% 6 2.2%
Total “ 508 100% 508 100% 506 100% || 508 100%
Weighted 41.3% 9.14% 10.7% 4.26%
Mean (%) i
Weighted SE 1.69 0.82 0.94 0.73
R.A. 98.8% 98.86% 98.6% 98.6%
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APPENDIX 22 (cont’d):

-

Percent of Fish Obtained from "QOther" Sources =

n Source = Other 1 Percent Obtained from Source I

Weighted Frequency 0-20% 21-40% 41-60% 61-80% | 81-100%
Weighted Percent

T | na— — e 2 o

Buy (verious sources) H 2.11 0 2.11 0 2.11 6.33

2.82% | 0.00% 2.82% | 0.00% | 2.82% 8.46%
Buy from fishers, || 0.81 0 2.11 0 0.81 3.73 .
Indiane, or Tribe I 1.09% | 0.00% 2.82% | 0.00% | 1.09% 5.00% .
Canned salmon from || 162 | 0 o 0 0 1.62 .
Tribe or warehouse I 1.18% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.18% .
Commodities | 0.73 4] 0 L] 0 0.73 &
f 0.97% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% | 0.00%- | 0.97% k%
Holiday Dinners 0 0 0 0 2.11 2.11
0.00% | 0.00% 0.00% | 0.00% | 2.82% 2.82% :
Restaurants 404 |982 0.42 042 | 7.04 58.0 7
54.0% | 13.2% 0.56% | 0.56% | 5.44% 77.7% i )
Trades B 211 0 10 0 0 2.1
2:82% | 0.00% 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% 2.82% .
= e ——e—
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APPENDIX 23:  Travel Distance from Home to Fishing Sites

Waighted

Unweighted Weighted Cumulative
Distance {miles) Frequency Percent Percent
06 8 2.8% 2.8%
610 12 4.7% 7.6%
11-18 6 1.6% 2.1%
16-20 18 4.6% 13.7%
2125 11 5.3% 19.0%
26-50 37 13.7% 32.7%
5175 23 9.5% 42.2%
76-100 44 24.6% 66.8% !
More than 100 100 23.2% 100% 4
Total 2659 100% '
RR = 100%
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APPENDIX 24:  Tribal Fishing Sites for Resident and Anadromous Fish Species -

By Tribe

Nez Perce Use of Fishing Sites for Resident Fish

Map Sites l :

Fork of the John Day, Squaw Creek, and Deschutes Rivers

2 Unweighted
Location Percent
=s
Clearwater River 40-44, 87, 89, 95, 96,
East of Lewiston, North, South, and Middle Forka 56.7% 89
Snake River, including Imnaha River end Tucannon River 17.7% 12, 34, 35, 45, 46, 92,
. : . 93 . :
Salman River, North, South, and Middle Forks 13.2% 36, 37, 39, 71-74, 76-
: 80
Grande Rande 7.2% 32, 89, 70, 94
Columbia Mainstem from Sandy River cohﬂuonoa to John Day Dam - 3.3% 57,9
individual sites along Hood, Yakima, Wenatchss, Okariogan, Klickitat, South | 2.9% 25, 49, 51, 54, 56, 88,

90, 98

Total = 100%
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APPENDIX 24 (cont'd)

Warm Springs Use of Fishing Sites for Resident Fish .

Deschutes River 98.4% 23, 65, €6, 98

Hood River 1.6% 25 ﬂ

Total = 100% . I

Yakama Use of Fishing Sites for Resident Fish

=S e

Unwaeighted

Percent
Columbia River Mainetem between Sandy River confluence and 44.2% 5-8
McNary Dam
Klickitet River 26.2% 68
Yakima River i 22.8% 48-50
individual sites along Germany Creek, Dsschutes, Fifteenmile 7.8% 8, 23, 24, 30, 438, 63
Creek, Umatilla, North Fork Clearwater, and N.E. Lewis River
Total = 100%

—— ==
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APPENDIX 24 (cont’d)

Umatilla Use of Fishing Sites for Resident Fish

Lower Snake, North Fork and South Fork Clearwater,
Tucannon, and Klickitat

Umatilla River 66.1% 30, €7, 68, 101

Columbie River mainstem between Bonnsville and Priest Rapids | 11.4% 69

Dame

Grande Ronde River 7.3% 32, 69, 70, 94

John Day mainstem, North and Middle Forks 6.6% 26-28

Walla Walla River 2.0% 31,100

Individuel sites slong Deschutes, Hood, Fifteenmile, Imnaha, 6.6% 23-25, 34, 35, 43, 46, 56, 93, 98,

a9

Total = 100%
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APPENDIX 24 (cont'd)

Nez Perce Use of Fishing Sites for Anadromous Fish #
Unweighted

Location Percent

Clearwater River 40-44, 87, 89, 96, 96, 99

Salmon River mainstem, South lﬂd Middle Forks 24.0% 38, 37, 71-73, 76-80

Snake River, including Tucannon and Imnaha River 11.0% 11-13, 34, 35, 45, 486, 92, 83
tributaries

Columbia River mainstem between Bonneville and 8.7% 58

McNary Dams and near Grande Coules Dam

Grande Ronde River 5.9% 32,94

individual sites along Gray’s, Fifteenmile Creek, 4.4% 2, 20, 24, 49, 66, €8, 100

Yakima, Klickitat, Umatilia, and Waella Walla Rivers

Total = 100%
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APPENDIX 24 (cont’d)

Warm Springs Use of Fishing Sites for Anadromous Fish

Location

Deschutes River

Unweighted

Willamette, Sendy, Fifteenmile, Hood, Klickitat,
Kalama, N.E. Lewis Rivers

76.2%
Columbia River mainstem between Sandy River 17.6% 6,8
confluence and McNary Dam
Individual sites at Columbia River mouth and along 7.2% -1, 21, 22, 24, 25, 56, 68, 63

Total = 100%
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. APPENDIX 24 (cont’d)
l Yakama Use of Fishing Sites for Anadromous Fish .
l Mainstem from confluence with Sa_ndy River to Chief 53.3% . 5-9. 15, 16, 18
Joseph's Dam
Yakima River 109% 48, 80
Klickitat River 10.1% { 86, 91
Fifteenmile Creek 4.7% 24
Willamette River 3.9% 21
Lewis River 3.9% 4, 63 —l
Cowilitz River 3.1% 87
Washougal River 2.3% 6&'
Hood River 1.6% 25
Umatilla River 1.6% 30
Germany Creek 1.5% 3
tndividual sites along Sandy, Wenstchee, Kalama, and 32% 22, 51,58, 88
Deschutes Rivers
Total = 100% u
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APPENDIX 24 {(cont'd)

Umatilla Use of Fishing Sites for Anadromous Fish - »
e
Unweighted
Location Percent Map Sites
Umatilla River 43.6% 30, 67, 68, 101
Columbia River mainstem batween Sandy 21.8% 5-9
River confluence and Priest Rapids Dam
Grande Ronde 9.0% 32, 69, 70,94
John Day mainstem, North and Middle 7.6% 26-28
forke "
Snake River including imnaha tributary 3.7% 34, 35, 83
Walla Walla River 22% 31
Deschutes River 1.8% 23,98 N
Tucannon River 1.8% 46
Individual sites at Columbia River mouth, 8.5% 1. 21, 22,24, 25, 43, b6, 63, 84, 71,
and along Willamette, Sandy, Fifteenmile 90, 88
Creek, Hood, Clearwater, Klickitat, N.E.
Lewis, Washougal, Saimon, and Squaw
Croek

Total = 100%
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APPENDIX 25: Attendance and Fish Consumption at Tribal Ceremonies

Attendénce at Ceremonies or Events

e
Weighted
Unweighted Weighted Cumulative

Ceremany Attendence Frequency Percent Percent
Never 32 6.7% 6.7%

Less Than 1 Time per Month 221 40.9% 47.6%

1-3 Times per Month 187 37.1% B4.7%

4-6 Times per Month 48 10.6% 96.3%
More Than 8 Times per Month 24 4.7% 100%
Total 612 100%

RR = 89.8%

===—-M—-—mﬂ

Fish Consumption at Ceremonies or Events

RR = 100%

Rarely/Never 38 6.3% 6.3%

At Less Than 1/2 of Events 4 10.0% 16.3%
At About 1/2 of Events 67 11.1% 27.4%
At Nearly All Events 344 72.6% 100%
Total 480 100%
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APPENDIX 25 {cont'd)

Amount of Fish Consumed at Ceremonies or Events

Amount of Fish 3
Consumed at Unweighted Woeighted
Ceremonics Frequency Percent
0.0%
£9.8%
3-4 6 oz. servings 89 20.7%
5-8 6 oz. servings 34 10.4%
>6 6 02. servings 26 9.1%
Total 442 100%

RR = 100%
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APPENDIX 25 (cont’d)

Cross-Frequency Table: Attendance at vs, Consumption of Fish at Ceremonies or Events

Welghted Frequency
{welghted parcent)

Attendance at Ceremonles

<1 time per month

Rarsly/never consume

-flsh at ceremonies

19.8 (4.18%)

Amount of Figh Consumed at Ceremonies

Consume fish at <1/2

of ceremonies

27.0 (6.73%)

Consume fish at
approximately 1/2 of
ceremonies

20.3 (4.30%)

Consume fish at nearly
all ceremonies

142 {30.0%)

209 (44.2%)

8.79 (1.86%)

20.9 {4.42%)

1-3 timee par month 23.0 (4.88%) 135 (28.8%} 188 (39.8%) F]
4-8 times per month 0.81 {0.17%) 0 {0.00%) 7.32 {1.65%) 43.6 (9.22%) 51.6 {10.9%)

ﬂ more than 8 timee psr month 0.81 (0.17%) 0 ({0.00%} 1.64 {0.33%) 21.8 (4.57%) 23.9 (;.07%)

|| Total Welghted Fraquency 30.0 47.9 62.2 342 472
Total Weighted Percent , 6.38% 10.2% 11.1% ;2.4% 100%

;
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APPENDIX 26:
; - List of Acronyms
ACOE . Army Corps of Engineers
BIA ' Bureau of Indian Affairs
BPA Bonneville Power Administration
CbC ' Center for Disease Control
CRBFCS Columbia River Basin Fish Consumptlon Survey (i.e., the survey
upon which this report is based)
CRITFC Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission
CSFil ‘ Continuing Survey of Food Intake by individuals
DDD dichloro-diphenyl-dichloro-ethane ;
DDE : dichloro-diphenyl-ethane
DDT . dlchloro-dmhenyl-trichioro-edaane
FDA Food and Drug Administration -
gpd ' grams per day - N
IHS : ~Indian Health Service
mths Months '
NAWQA National Water Quality Assessment
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service
NSCRF National Study of Chemical Residues in Fish
NWPPC ' Northwest Power Planning Council
OPPE Office of Policy, Planning and Evaluation in EPA
ORD Office of Research and Development
PCB polychlorinated biphenyl
perc percent
RR response rate with outliers included
RR" response rate with outliers excluded
SCs Soil Conservation Service '
SE . standard error of the mean
2,3,7,8-TCDD Tetra-chloro-dibenzo-p-dioxin
unwtd unweighted
USBR United States Bureau of Reciamation
USDA United States Department of Agriculture
USEPA - United States Environmental Protection Agency
USFS United States Forest Service
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS - United States Geological Service
witd weighted
169
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Fig. 1. Amstein’s ladder of citizen engagement ([ 3]).





